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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 12, 1997 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The prayer was offered by the guest 

chaplain, Rev. Richard Anderson, First 
Presbyterian Church, Aurora, IL: 

Let us pray. 0 mighty God, the 
source of all goodness, please bless 
those who are in positions of power and 
authority in this country. Bless the 
President and his family, all members 
of his Cabinet and all legislators in 
Congress. Enrich them with Your grace 
and fill them with Your spirit, that 
they may be governed with wisdom and 
godliness by these Your servants. 

And watch over those who help form 
public opinion, the press and the broad­
casting services; that we may be en­
abled to exercise our rights as citizens 
in a manner which is responsible and in 
accordance with Your will. 

As the Ruler of all nations, may we 
represent You well as Your instru­
ments of peace and justice to the 
world. 

In the words of Abraham Lincoln, "In 
helping our neighbor to wholeness and 
freedom, we assure wholeness and free­
dom for ourselves. So shall we nobly 
save or meanly lose the last best hope 
of Earth." So help us God. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam­

ined the Journal of the last day's pro­
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour­
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) come for­
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub­
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

WELCOMING REV. RICHARD 
ANDERSON 

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
welcome to this House and to introduce 
our guest chaplain for today, Pastor 
Dick Anderson of the First Pres­
byterian Church in Aurora, IL. He is a 
spiritual leader of one of the largest 
congregations in my 14th District of Il-

linois. I thank him for his message as 
we open this session. 

First Presbyterian has taken an ac­
tive role in the life of the community, 
and it is home for outreach ministries 
which include programs for at-risk 
teenagers and other young people. 

It is also fitting that Pastor Ander­
son is here today on the 12th of Feb­
ruary as we mark the birthday of one 
of our greatest Presidents, Abraham 
Lincoln. A noted student of Lincoln's 
speeches and writings, Pastor Anderson 
has masterfully portrayed our 16th 
President on literally hundreds of occa­
sions throughout the State of Illinois 
and this Nation, including the reenact­
ment last year of the great Lincoln­
Douglas debates in Illinois. 

As recently as yesterday he rep­
resented and portrayed Lincoln here in 
Washington, DC, on the celebration 
today of Lincoln's birthday. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask you and my 
colleagues to join me in welcoming my 
friend, Pastor Dick Anderson, to our 
House of Representatives. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHoon). The Chair will entertain 10 
one-minutes on each side. 

MEXICAN REPAYMENT OF LOANS 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, head­
lines said: Bailout a success, Mexico re­
pays Uncle Sam. 

Yellow brick road time. Do not bet 
your pesos on it. Reports now say that 
all of the money used to repay the loan 
was borrowed at interest rates so high 
they would make John Gotti blush. 

Folks, I say there is a big con game 
going on here. Mexico is in a shambles, 
and what is worse, the cancer from 
Mexico is spreading to Uncle Sam. 
Eighty percent of all narcotics are now 
coming across the border, and there are 
two giant sucking sounds here, folks: 
No. 1, American jobs going to Mexico; 
and, No. 2, Mexican cocaine going up 
American noses. 

Beam me up. If this is a success, then 
General Custer at Little Big Horn's 
victory must have been called a vic­
tory. 

Let us stop the propaganda. Let us 
get a trade policy with Mexico. Be­
cause the truth is, it simply sucks. 

TAX RELIEF 
(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, it has be­
come popular to say that there are no 
significant philosophical differences in 
this town anymore. I do not buy it. 
Take, for one small example, an ex­
change that took place here in Wash­
ington just yesterday. One of our dis­
tinguished colleagues, the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH], asked 
President Clinton's Treasury Secretary 
a very good question yesterday: Why 
does the President propose to cut off 
the $500 per child tax credit for any 
parent whose child reaches the age of 
13? Why is it somehow less expensive 
for a working mom to care for a 12-
year-old than it is to care for a 13-year­
old? Well, said the Treasury Secretary, 
the Government has to be careful how 
it, quote, spends its scarce resources. 

Now, that is where I have a major 
difference with the administration. 
When a parent is able to keep some of 
the money that he or she works very 
hard to earn, that is not an example of 
the Government spending money. It is 
not our money, to begin with, here in 
Washington. It belongs to the people 
who earn it. We ought to cut taxes, and 
let us begin to do it now. 

CREATION OF BIPARTISAN TASK 
FORCE TO REVIEW ETHICS PROC­
ESS 
(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, before I 
begin, I would like to thank my col­
leagues that are waiting for their 1-
minutes for their willingness to let me 
intercede at this time. I appreciate 
their grace and patience. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past few 
months the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT], the minority leader, 
and I have been talking about the need 
for a comprehensive review of the eth­
ics process. We have had several good 
discussions culminating in our joint 
appearance before the House today to 
announce the creation of a bipartisan 
task force to conduct a review of the 
ethics process and to report to the bi­
partisan leadership on how the process 
might be improved. 

For this review to be successful, I 
think we need three key elements: 

First, the process must be truly bi­
partisan. Like the Ethics Committee, 
it should be composed of an equal num­
ber of Republicans and Democrats. 

OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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Furthermore, and as the majority lead­
er you will not find me saying this too 
often, I think this task force should be 
cochaired by a Member from each side 
of the aisle. 

Second, we must have dedicated 
Members who will do what is right for 
all Members and, more importantly, 
for the institution of the House of Rep­
resentatives. 

Third, after the past few tumultuous 
months, I think we must have a brief 
cooling-off period where Members can 
sit back and examine where the ethics 
process works, where it does not and 
how it might be improved, and in a cli­
mate temporarily free from potential 
ethics charges. 

After a great deal of discussion, I am 
pleased to announce that the distin­
guished minority leader and I come to 
the floor today to announce the cre­
ation of a 12-member bipartisan task 
force cochaired by a Republican and a 
Democrat. 

Ethical review of our peers, and the 
process by which we conduct that re­
view, is a constitutional responsibility. 
It is an important job that few Mem­
bers are excited about performing. I 
have given a great deal of thought to 
whom the Republican side of the aisle 
should ask to do this. I want Members 
who are well respected and who are 
committed to doing what is right and 
what is in the best interests of the in­
stitution. 

While we have many Members who 
meet this criteria, I believe I have 
found six who will work well with 
Members, to be appointed by Mr. GEP­
HARDT. 

Members are the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], who I have 
asked to be one of the cochairs, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], 
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
CASTLE], the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. THOMAS], the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], 
who as chairman of the Ethics Com­
mittee will serve as an ex officio mem­
ber of the task force. 

Minority Leader GEPHARDT and I 
have also agreed on a moratorium on 
the filing of new ethics complaints 
until April 11. This 2-month cooling-off 
period will give the task force members 
an opportunity to meet, review and dis­
cuss how the ethics process can be im­
proved and in a climate free from spe­
cific questions of ethical propriety. 

The task force is free to look into 
any and all aspects of the ethics proc­
ess. Some of the questions I think the 
task force will want to address include: 
Who can file a complaint and upon 
what basis of information, what should 
be the standards for initiating an in­
vestigation, what evidentiary standard 
should apply throughout the process, 
how has the bifurcation process 
worked, does it take too long to con­
duct a review, should non-House Mem-

be rs play a part in a reformed ethics 
process, should we enlarge the pool of 
Members who might participate in dif­
ferent phases of the process? 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Missouri for working 
with me to create this important task 
force. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mis­
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I would agree that we believe on the 
Democratic side, I think, with our 
friends on the Republican side that 
there needs to be a complete review of 
the ethics process with a view toward 
recommending changes to the whole 
body, that the body might considerate 
at some point in the future. 

We also agree that there should be 
six Members, one ex officio and five 
other Members. In that connection, I 
today am appointing the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] to be our 
cochair, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FROST], the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. MO.AKLEY] , the gentle­
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
STOKES] to be part of this bipartisan 
task force. 

We are also asking the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN] to be ex­
officio, as he will be our recommended 
ranking member on the permanent 
Ethics Committee. 

So we will be joining with the major­
ity leader in the unanimous consent re­
quest for their appointment and for the 
understanding that there will not be a 
filing of ethics complaints for this, I 
believe to be, 65-day period in which 
this group should be doing its work. 

I thank the gentleman and Members 
on his side for working with us on this 
process. I think it is an important step 
forward in working together to im­
prove the ethics process for the body. I 
look forward to receiving recommenda­
tions from this group. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I should also advise Members of the 
body that, during this interim period, 
the regular work of the Ethics Com­
mittee under the leadership of the gen­
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] will continue to advise Mem­
bers with respect to requests they 
might make about the appropriateness 
of courses of action they may take. 
That advisory function, I know, is 
being carried out well because I just 
got some advice back from the com­
mittee myself yesterday on a trip that 
I am looking at. So let me just say 
that I believe this accommodation en­
ables every Member to feel they have a 
place to make their inquiries. They can 
get a quick, accurate, reliable response 
and at the same time this committee 
can work. Again, I want to thank the 

minority leader for his congenial ef­
forts to work this out with me. 

ESTABLISHING BIPARTISAN TASK 
FORCE ON REFORM OF ETHICS 
PROCESS 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, in further­

ance of this understanding concerning 
the establishment of a bipartisan task 
force on reform of the ethics process, I 
ask unanimous consent that during the 
period beginning immediately and end­
ing on April 11, 1997: 

First, the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct may not receive, 
renew, initiate or investigate a com­
plaint against the official conduct of a 
Member, officer or employee of the 
House; 

Second, the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct may issue advisory 
opinions and perform other noninves­
tigative functions; and 

Third, a resolution addressing the of­
ficial conduct of a Member, officer or 
employee of the House that is proposed 
to be offered from the floor by a Mem­
ber other than the majority leader or 
the minority leader as a question of 
the privileges of the House shall, once 
noticed pursuant to clause 2(a)(l) of 
rule IX, have precedence of all other 
questions except motions to adjourn 
only at a time or place designated by 
the Chair and the legislative schedule 
within 2 legislative days after April 11, 
1997. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PELL GRANTS 
(Mr. McGOVERN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, in his 
State of the Union address last week, 
the President of the United States dis­
cussed his plan to make college more 
affordable and more accessible to 
working families by increasing funding 
for Pell grants. 

Pell grants serve as the very founda­
tion of student aid for low- and middle­
income families. The President's pro­
posal would raise the maximum Pell 
grant award to $3,000 and would raise 
the total number of Pell grant recipi­
ents to over 4 million. 

Mr. Speaker, I promised the people of 
Massachusetts that the first bill that I 
introduced in this House would make 
college more affordable for working 
families. This month I intend to keep 
that promise. 

D 1015 
I will be introducing a bill that ex­

pands the President's proposal and ex­
pands the maximum Pell grant award 
to $5,000, bringing the award to the 
level at which it was created, adjusted 
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for inflation. More students will be eli­
gible for larger awards, giving more 
families the chance to send their kids 
to college and to realize the American 
dream. 

I thank the President of the United 
States for his leadership on this issue, 
and I ask my colleagues to join me in 
making education more affordable and 
in making our children's future even 
more bright. 

MYTH: WASHINGTON BUREAU-
CRATS KNOW BEST HOW TO 
SPEND AMERICA'S MONEY 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I was 
amazed again yesterday when I read 
Secretary Rubin's statement in Con­
gress Daily, implying that tax cuts 
would unduly harm our economy. 

Think about it: What Secretary 
Rubin really thinks is that Washington 
bureaucrats know better how to spend 
the American people's money than the 
American people themselves. It takes a 
lot of nerve to suggest to the American 
people, who have to balance their own 
budgets, pay their own bills on time, 
that the Federal Government, which 
does not do these things, will make 
better decisions about managing 
money than they will. 

It takes a lot of nerve, especially 
since this President is proposing an ad­
ditional $1 billion in spending for a bu­
reaucracy whose financial books are 
unauditable. What responsible Amer­
ican would put a billion dollars into a 
company whose books were 
unauditable? 

This is not about tax cuts. It is about 
arrogance, the arrogance of the Presi­
dent and his advisors suggesting that a 
dollar spent by Washington bureau­
crats is better spent than a dollar 
spent by parents, families, across 
America. 

NO TIME TO WASTE 
(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, while 
Democrats and the President have de­
veloped sweeping plans to strengthen 
our education system and provide 
health care for the 10 million children 
in this country who currently have no 
coverage, the Republicans have offered 
no specifics in return. Instead of imme­
diately turning Congress' focus to pro­
grams that make a real difference in 
people's lives, like tax breaks to help 
pay for college, the repair of decaying 
elementary schools and insurance for 
uninsured infants, today instead the 
GOP has scheduled a vote on term lim­
its. 

If history is any indication, Mr. 
Speaker, time will show the GOP's in­
terest in term limits today is nothing 
more than a delay tactic. Term limits 
will do nothing for schools badly in 
need of repair. Term limits will not 
teach a child to read or ensure our chil­
dren receive medical attention when 
they fall sick. 

I think we have a lot more important 
things to consider and we do not have 
time to waste. The sooner the Repub­
lican leadership learns this, the sooner 
we can provide quality education and 
health care to our children instead of 
spending the time today on term lim­
its. 

FEDERAL ESTATE TAX SHOULD 
BE REPEALED 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per­
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I stand be­
fore you today to speak about my first 
bill and to implore my colleagues to re­
peal the Federal estate tax. This tax 
hits millions of families and small 
farm and business owners. 

This unfair tax for too long has been 
burdening people of this country at one 
of the most difficult times in their 
lives, at the time of the death of a 
loved one. It forces them to sell assets 
just inherited by them so they can pay 
unreasonable sums to the Federal cof­
fers. 

Mr. Speaker, numerous people across 
the country stand to lose family farms 
and businesses that they have worked 
their entire lives to build. Faye Givler, 
owner of Steckel Printing and em­
ployer of 94 people in Lancaster, PA, 
stands to lose her life's work with this 
tax. Her children, just because of this 
tax, stand to lose it all. 

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. With 
65 cents of this tax going to enforce­
ment and compliance, what sense is 
there in inflicting such stress on Amer­
icans who work hard to build their 
children's future? This tax threatens 
that simple dream. I urge my col­
leagues to repeal this unfair tax. 

WHERE IS THE APPLE FOR OUR 
TEACHERS? 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am meeting with reir 
resentatives from the education com­
munity from the State of Texas. I want 
to give them hope and, most impor­
tantly, I want to answer the question, 
where is the apple for our teachers? 

Interestingly enough, as the bipar­
tisan team met with the President last 
evening, education was high on the pri­
ority, but yet today we will spend 9 

hours or so talking about term limits, 
when the American people can elect or 
unelect their elected officials every 2 
years. 

Two years ago the Republicans were 
talking about slashing title I programs 
by $4.9 billion. If education is so impor­
tant, let us get about the business of 
doing what we are supposed to do. Let 
us ensure that we have the right num­
ber of Pell grants for our college stu­
dents, and our college student direct 
loan program. Let us really talk about 
education so that something happens. 

Let us not just fool around with po­
litical gimmickry and term limits 
when we all know the American people 
will elect us or unelect us every 2 
years. I am ready to roll up my sleeves 
and make education my priority and 
make this Nation the very best it can 
be for the rest of this 21st century. 

SUPPORT A BALANCED BUDGET 
AMENDMENT 

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, it happens 
in every household, in every business, 
both large and small, in every school 
system, in every city council, in every 
county government, in every checking 
account across the Nation, everywhere 
but here in the Federal Government. 
This Government has not balanced its 
budget since Neil Armstrong walked on 
the moon. It should be easier to bal­
ance the Federal budget than to get 
someone to the moon. 

When we borrow money for all these 
lofty enterprises for the Federal Gov­
ernment, for each dollar that we bor­
row it takes at least $3 just to cover 
the interest to pay it back. So let us 
vote for a balanced budget amendment. 
I urge my colleagues to vote for it, to 
put in place the necessary discipline so 
that we can secure an economic future 
for our children, not one at their ex­
pense. 

IDGH SCHOOL IS TOO EASY 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re­
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, a head­
line in yesterday's Washington Post 
provided a sad commentary on the 
state of our educational system. The 
headline read: ''Teens Tell Researchers 
High School Is Too Easy." 

The article revealed the findings of a 
recent study by the nonprofit group 
Public Agenda, and it was entitled, and 
I quote, "Getting By." The survey of 
1,300 high school students found that 
most students think their classes are 
not challenging enough, often lack ex­
emplary teachers, and are filled with 
too many disruptive students. 
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We all know there are no easy an­

swers to the ills that plague our Na­
tion's schools, but here are some obvi­
ous first steps that we can take to ad­
dress the feelings expressed by students 
in the survey: getting back to basics, 
setting rigorous standards for students 
and teachers, and returning discipline 
to the classroom. 

These may sound like old-fashioned 
techniques but, according to this sur­
vey, a new generation of students 
would welcome these old ideas. 

What we ought to be doing, instead of 
spending 9 hours in debating term lim­
its today, is I call on the Republican 
leadership to please let us get to what 
the people want to talk about, and that 
is education, the affordability of it, the 
standards that exist in our classrooms. 
Let us put the Nation's business first 
before politics. 

CONGRESS MUST WORK SERI­
OUSLY ON THE ISSUE OF ClllLD 
ABUSE 
(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I welcome 
to the Chamber many people from the 
safety patrols from around our Na­
tion's Capital. 

I urge our colleagues to work seri­
ously on the issue of child abuse. Not a 
day goes by we are not reading another 
detail of the sad, tragic ending of 
JonBenet's life, JonBenet Ramsey's 
life in Colorado, and daily we read in 
our newspapers about the violence that 
affects our children: sexual violence, 
physical violence, a lack of a decent 
home. 

If there is a plague on America, it is 
our treatment of our children and our 
lack of response for our children. So I 
urge my colleagues today, as we build 
this bipartisan Congress, that we focus 
on children. On education, yes, but also 
their safety; that they are not intruded 
on, that they are not the victims of a 
nasty crime of sexual abuse, and that 
we look out for the young people of our 
communities to make certain that 
they will grow to be productive leaders 
in the future. 

TERM LIMITS DEPRIVE PEOPLE 
OF CHOICE BETWEEN CITIZEN 
LEGISLATORS AND PUBLIC 
SERVANTS 
(Mrs. McCARTHY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, today the House of Represent­
atives will vote on term limit legisla­
tion. I have always believed in citizen 
legislators who work hard for the peo­
ple, who accomplish things to make 
their communities a better place to 

live and then step aside after a few 
terms to let others into office to 
achieve new goals. It is what I have be­
lieved in and the kind of representative 
lam. 

At the same time, I also believe in 
devoted public servants, citizens who 
dedicate their lives to learning the 
laws and doing good things for others. 
I believe Congress needs people like 
Senator Bob Dole and PATRICK MOY­
NIBAN, people who spend their lives 
working to improve our lives. 

Term limits will deprive people of 
their choice between citizen legislators 
and public servants, and we do not need 
that. Term limits come from the voters 
at the election booth and from the leg­
islators themselves, not from the Con­
gress. 

TERM LIMITS WILL ASSURE A 
SYSTEM BASED ON THE CON­
CEPT OF A CITIZEN LEGISLA­
TURE 
(Mr. METCALF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re­
marks.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I 
launched the struggle for term limits 
in the Washington State Senate more 
than a quarter century ago. It was 
clear then and it is even more clear 
today that long-term service con­
centrates power into the hands of a few 
power brokers and thus reduces effec­
tive representation by the citizen legis­
lator as visualized by our founders. 

Our system is based on the concept of 
a citizen legislature. People should 
serve a limited time in a legislative 
body and then return to live under the 
laws that they have passed. 

My State has passed term limits and 
I will abide with our three-term limit 
whether it is upheld by the court or 
not. 

REPEAL THE 1993 SOCIAL 
SECURITY TAX ON SENIORS 

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, our senior citizens have 
worked their entire lives to protect the 
savings that can assure them a safe 
and secure retirement. Social Security 
is one of the two pillars of retirement 
security for our seniors. 

We owe it to them to protect the ben­
efits that they planned for and depend 
upon. That is why I have introduced 
legislation to repeal the tax increase 
on Social Security that was adopted in 
1993. 

Our seniors helped make America the 
greatest country in the world. The Fed­
eral Government should not jeopardize 
their quality of life by punishing them 
with high taxes on their Social Secu-

rity benefits. Repealing this increase is 
a matter of fairness and will help sen­
ior citizens, especially those with mod­
erate incomes keep more of their own 
money in their own pockets. 

I urge my colleagues to join me as 
cosponsors of this critical legislation 
for our senior constituents. 

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di­
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 47 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

H. RES. 47 
Providing for consideration of the joint 

resolution (H.J. Res. 2) proposing an amend­
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States with respect to the number of terms 
of office of Members of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop­
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur­
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 2) proposing an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States with respect 
to the number of terms of office of Members 
of the Senate and the House of Representa­
tives. The first reading of the joint resolu­
tion shall be dispensed with. General debate 
shall be confined to the joint resolution and 
shall not exceed two hours equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. After general debate the joint res­
olution shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. The joint resolu­
tion shall be considered as read. No amend­
ment shall be in order except those specified 
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac­
companying this resolution. Each amend­
ment may be offered only in the order speci­
fied in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, may be 
considered notwithstanding the adoption of a 
previous amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute, shall be considered as read, shall be 
debatable for the time specified in the report 
of the Committee on Rules equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op­
ponent, and shall not be subject to amend­
ment. If more than one amendment is adopt­
ed, then only the one receiving the greater 
number of affirmative votes shall be consid­
ered as finally adopted. In the case of a tie 
for the greater number of affirmative votes, 
then only the last amendment to receive 
that number of affirmative votes shall be 
considered as finally adopted. The Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole may: (1) post­
pone until a time during further consider­
ation in the Committee of the Whole a re­
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment; 
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum 
time for electronic voting on any postponed 
question that follows another electronic vote 
without intervening business, provided that 
the minimum time for electronic voting on 
the first in any series of questions shall be 
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid­
eration of the joint resolution for amend­
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the joint resolution to the House with such 
amendment as may have been finally adopt­
ed. The previous question shall be considered 
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as ordered on the joint resolution and any 
amendment thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except one motion to re­
commit with or without instructions. 

D 1030 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus­
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider­
ation of this resolution, all time yield­
ed is for the purpose of de bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the first rule of 
the 105th Congress. It is not an ideal 
rule, but it is about the best that is 
possible given the current cir­
cumstances. 

The Committee on Rules was faced 
with a situation where there are nine 
States which have passed ballot initia­
tives requiring Members from those 
States to support a particular version 
of the term limits constitutional 
amendment specified in the ballot ini­
tiative, or else they would have to have 
a special designation next to their 
names on the ballot the next time they 
run at the next election which would 
read "disregarded voter instructions on 
term limits." 

Mr. Speaker, while the constitu­
tionality of these ballot initiatives 
have not yet been settled in the Su­
preme Court, out of fairness to those 
Members from those States we have to 
proceed with the requirements as they 
stand today. The nine States are Alas­
ka, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Maine, 
Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, and South 
Dakota, although I am told that Ne­
vada will have to pass the initiative a 
second time before it is final. 

While the constitutional amendment 
proposed in the State ballot initiatives 
all call for a limit of three terms in the 
House and two terms in the Senate, 
none of the versions are identical, and 
that poses a very, very serious problem 
about finally getting a vote on this 
issue. 

As a result, there may be, for in­
stance, Members from some of those 
nine States who can only vote for the 
specific version specified in their 
State's ballot initiative and no others. 
So that takes 50 or 60 Members away 
from perhaps the final vote on this 
issue. 

Last Tuesday I sent out a "Dear Col­
league" letter, and I announced on the 
floor that any Member wishing to offer 
an alternative version of the term lim­
its constitutional amendment should 
submit that proposal to the Committee 
on Rules by noon on Monday. In re­
sponse, a total of twenty substitutes 
were submitted; seven of these were 
the exact versions required by the bal­
lot initiatives in those particular 
States. 

In order to meet the requirements of 
the ballot initiatives in the seven 
States which requested Committee on 
Rules action, all seven of those 
versions required to comply with State 
ballot initiatives were made in order. 
They are made in order under this rule, 
each with 10 minutes of debate, keep­
ing in mind that there are 2 hours of 
general debate on this entire issue be­
fore we get into the amendment proc­
ess. 

Next, since the seven State initiative 
versions all provide three terms for 
House Members and two terms for Sen­
ators, two additional amendments were 
made in order, one by a Democrat and 
one by a Republican to provide other 
significant alternatives to this House. 

Finally, the Dingell substitute, 
which was offered in the last Congress 
as the Democratic substitute, is made 
in order as well. 

If one of these alternatives receives a 
majority vote, it would replace the 
base text and mean that there never 
would be a vote on the base text unless 
the base text is included as a sub­
stitute. Now, that gets a little con­
fusing, but, therefore, what we have 
done to give everybody, all 11 amend­
ments, a fair shot, we have made the 
McCollum base text as a separate 
amendment. That will be the last vote 
taken up on the floor of all these 11 
amendments. 

The rule provides again for 2 hours of 
general debate and 10-minute time lim­
its on all the substitutes except for the 
Democrat alternative and the Repub­
lican alternative, the Dingell and 
McCollum resolutions, and they each 
have 30 minutes. The amendments will 
be considered under a procedure known 
as the most votes win. 

As Members know, under previous 
Congresses before the Republican ma­
jority took over 2 years ago, we had 
often used a formula of king-of-the­
hill, which I thought was grossly un­
fair. That meant that one amendment 
might receive 270 votes, yet the last 
one taken up would receive 50 votes 
less but still gain the majority in the 
House and it would win. I think that 
was grossly unfair. The House would 
not really be able to work its will 
under that procedure. So we do not use 
that procedure anymore. So under 
most votes wins, this means the alter­
native receiving the largest majority 
in the Committee of the Whole will be 
the version reported back to the House 
for the final vote. 

In order to expedite the voting proc­
ess, the rule allows the chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to cluster 
votes and to reduce the voting time to 
5 minutes on the second and subse­
quent votes in any particular series. In 
order to ensure that the minority has 
one last chance to offer its final alter­
native, there is a motion to recommit 
with instructions. As in the case of all 
constitutional amendments, a two­
thirds vote is required for passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a supporter of 
term limits. Numerous polls have 
shown that term limits are supported 
by the vast majority of the American 
people, and that is why you see these 
initiatives taking place all over the 
country in the various States. In many 
areas we have term limits now. 

As chairman of the House Committee 
on Rules, I am already subject to a 
three-term limit as chairman under the 
rules of the Republican Conference, and 
that is as it should be. The House rules 
provide that the Speaker is subject to 
a four-term limit. Many Governors are 
limited in the number of terms they 
can serve. Some are only allowed to 
serve one term. The President of the 
United States is subject to a two-term 
limit, 8 years. 

It is possible to function under a sys­
tem of term limits, and that is why we 
have this matter before us today. While 
there are some of us who are just as 
careful with a nickel as the day we 
were first elected, I have to say there 
are some that in a desire to be re­
elected end up saying, and this is im­
portant, saying "yes" to everybody and 
"no" to no one, and consequently this 
is how we got ourselves in this fiscal 
mess that we are in today. 

Philosophically, I do not even sup­
port this term limitation. I think the 
term limitation ought to come from 
the voters, but how do you change 
something when voters say, my Con­
gressman, BARNEY FRANK, is great but 
all the others are lousy. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, I 
do not see anything that needs to be 
changed in that statement. 

Mr. SOLOMON. So to be fair, I think 
the only way we could ever deal with 
this thing is to have term limits, and 
that is why I am supporting it here 
today. The House should vote yes on 
this rule and yes on the term limits 
constitutional amendment that finally 
survives this winner-take-all provision. 

Having said all that, Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, my dear friend from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the eternal Ma­
rine, for yielding me the customary 
half-hour, and I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the rule be­
cause I believe that the American vot­
ers, and nobody else, should decide who 
represents them. For anyone who 
thinks that we do not have term lim­
its, I would remind everybody that 
every 2 years, the entire House of Rep­
resentatives is up for reelection. Every 
2 years the American people can decide 
who they want in and who they want 
out. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 years is far shorter 
than any of the term limit proposals 
we are going to hear here today. The 
shortest term limit proposed here 
today is 6 years. That is 4 years longer 
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than the term limits built right now 
into the ballot boxes. 

Proponents of term limits argue that 
incumbents always win. They say the 
deck is stacked. Mr. Speaker, that is 
not true. Nobody is immune. In fact, in 
the last few elections, our Speaker, the 
chairman of Ways and Means, chair­
men of other standing committees, 
chairmen of subcommittees have all 
been defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last 10 years, 
75 percent of the Congress has turned 
over. Three out of every four Members 
who were here 10 years ago either lost 
or retired, and most of those were rel­
atively new Members themselves. In 
other words, Mr. Speaker, most of the 
people serving here have never had the 
pleasure of serving under my colleague 
from New York's favorite President, 
Ronald Reagan. 

According to the National Journal, 
this Congress will have a higher per­
centage of Members serving 3 terms or 
fewer than any other Congress since 
1952. More than 54 percent of the Mem­
bers of this Congress have been elected 
in the last 5 years. The reason for this 
big turnover, Mr. Speaker, is quite sim­
ple. We live in a representative democ­
racy. Every 2 years, the people decide 
who should represent them and who 
should not. 

No one can tell the American people 
who they should vote for, and no one 
can tell the American people who they 
should not vote for, no matter how 
long their Representatives have been 
here or how well they have served. To 
quote my dear friend Henry Hyde, the 
Republican chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, "We need to trust the peo­
ple." 

Mr. Speaker, even if some of my col­
leagues do not trust the people, term 
limits is not the way to do it. Congres­
sional term limits strengthen our al­
ready powerful Presidency, which will 
upset the constitutional balance of 
powers. Term limits will result in a 
Congress with less expertise, which is 
dangerously reliant on special interest 
lobbyists for directions, and term lim­
its could force Members to be con­
cerned more with their next job than 
with serving well in their current job. 

In Federalist Paper No. 53, Mr. 
Speaker, James Madison said that "A 
few of the Members of Congress will 
possess superior talents; will by fre­
quent reelections be thoroughly mas­
ters of the public business." 

Mr. Speaker, the Founding Fathers 
thought about term limits and decided 
against them. They felt that fair and 
frequent elections would do more to en­
courage a healthy democracy than any­
thing else. Mr. Speaker, they were 
right. Term limits are undemocratic. 
Concerns about the openness of the 
electoral process should not be an­
swered with arbitrary term limits. 

If you are concerned with the open­
ness of our electoral process, then 

make it easier for people to run. Level 
the playing field. Enact campaign fi­
nance reform. But do not take away 
the people's right to choose their own 
Representatives. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we are going to 
vote on 11 term limit proposals. All but 
one of these proposals confuses me. I 
am confused that so many of my col­
leagues are for term limits, of course 
unless the term limit applies to them. 

The only amendment we will hear 
today that in my opinion is sincere on 
the issue of term limits is Mr. Dingell's 
amendment. Mr. DINGELL, despite his 
long and distinguished career here in 
the House, is offering the only amend­
ment that says we will live by what­
ever proposal passes the House today. 
ms amendment would make term lim­
its apply immediately, not 6 or 20 years 
down the road. 

That is more than I can say for the 
other amendments. Every single one of 
these 10 amendments say, "Do what I 
say, not what I do." I for one, Mr. 
Speaker, do not believe you should 
vote for anything that you are not 
willing to live by yourself. 

D 1045 
I believe that Members who file term 

limits legislation should not wait for 
the decades it will take to go through 
the process, but they should apply the 
terms that they advocate to them­
selves and show the voters that they 
really mean what they say. 

If term limits are good enough for 
the people who will come after us in 
the House, then they should be good 
enough for us. I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the rule. The American people 
and nobody else should decide who rep­
resents them. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, did I 
hear the gentleman say defeat the 
rule? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr. 
Goss], the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Legislative and 
Budget Process of the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Glens Falls, NY [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Rules, for yield­
ing, and I rise in support of this rule. 
This is a special rule for a special issue. 
It is fair, it is thorough, it provides for 
ample de bate and consideration of a 
broad array of options on the subject of 
term limits. 

There is no question that when to­
day's proceedings are done that we 
have had an extensive airing of the 
term limits issue on the floor, what we 
would call true deliberative democ­
racy. 

I commend the chairman and the 
core group of advocates who have 
worked so hard to make sure that we 

fulfilled our promise to make term lim­
its the first substantive legislative 
issue to be discussed and voted on in 
this new Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago this body 
made a historic vote, as mandated by 
the American people, on a constitu­
tional amendment for congressional 
term limits. It was inevitable and ap­
propriate that we would consider this 
issue, given the movement across this 
Nation, the public opinion. 

Frankly, Congress has fallen way be­
hind the people in the States on this 
issue. By 1995 my own State of Florida 
and 22 other States had adopted State­
imposed term limits. But in Congress, 
despite garnering a majority of votes, 
term limits failed to achieve the con­
stitutionally required two-thirds or 290 
votes in the 104th Congress. 

Now, even though it failed, we made 
history in that vote in the 104th Con­
gress by having the vote, and we 
pledged to bring it back to this Con­
gress; so here we are. 

The constitutional amendment be­
fore us sets a national standard for a 
12-year term limit on Members of Con­
gress, one that supersedes the State­
by-State approach. As we all know, the 
Supreme Court has ruled that State­
imposed term limits on Congress are 
unconstitutional, leaving a constitu­
tional amendment as the only route to 
address the term limits issue. 

Many of us here today favor term 
limits as a matter of principle, and we 
worry less about whether it is a 6-, 8-, 
or 12-year restriction and about re­
sponding to the will of the people, the 
people we work for, the American tax­
payers. 

In my own State of Florida, we 
adopted eight is enough in 1992, and I 
look forward to supporting that ap­
proach on the floor today. 

Of course there are clearly some 
among us who are opposed to any term 
limits as a matter of principle. As they 
respect my view for the principle it 
represents, I also respect theirs. That 
is why we have votes. 

Unfortunately though there are those 
who do not see the compromise on this 
issue and who have perhaps unwit­
tingly complicated today's debate. As a 
result of State ballot initiatives, we 
now have a handful of Members that 
are bound by nine State initiatives re­
quiring them to vote only for their own 
State's version of term limits, all of 
them 6-year limits, but all worded 
slightly differently or those Members 
will be branded by so-called scarlet let­
ter identification on the ballot. This 
makes for a very interesting mix of 
amendments today. 

As a result of the panoply of votes we 
have today, many say we do not have 
the numbers on any one option to pass 
a constitutional amendment. Well, 
that is certainly a shame if it turns out 
to be true since the will of the Amer­
ican people is strong on this issue. 
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They want a citizen legislature to do 
the work of the people and then return 
home to live under the laws that that 
legislature creates. 

I favor term limits, I have always au­
thored my own term limits proposal, 
and there is one of the amendments 
today that closely parallels it, and I 
will vote for all serious term limit op­
tions that are on the docket today. If 
we fail today, we will keep coming 
back until we get this done so we 
might just as well support this rule and 
get on with the job. 

I urge my colleagues' support. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

6 minutes to the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK], the out­
standing Congressman that the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
alluded to. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the ranking minority 
member. I want to say at the outset 
that, while I am against term limits, 
given the complexity of the situation I 
think the Committee on Rules did a 
very fair job in structuring this rule. 
Any opposition that was expressed to 
the rule on our side is philosophical op­
position to term limits. But we have, I 
believe, no complaint about the rule. 

The gentleman from New York ac­
commodated the reasonable issues that 
were raised in the Committee on the 
Judiciary. He accommodated both ma­
jority and minority Members. The only 
thing I would express is the hope that 
this rule will be the model for the next 
2 years because it is an inclusive and 
fairly structured rule , and I appreciate 
it. 

I would just note that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] quite 
honestly, as he always does , indicated 
that part of the motivation; indeed I 
think the bulk of the motivation for 
term limits, is a sense that the voters 
can be a bad influence on this place. I 
mean, as the gentleman from New 
York said, philosophically he is elected 
to impose limits on democracy. He is 
driven to what he said, and this is a 
very honest and, I think, accurate 
statement, by the sense that during 
the 1980's, when there were differences, 
for instance, between conservatives 
who wanted to increase military spend­
ing and cut taxes and liberals who 
wanted to increase domestic spending, 
we compromised by doing all of the 
above with consequent negative effects 
on the deficit. The easiest way for us to 
resolve our difficulties was for each to 
accommodate the other with the con­
sequent exposure of the deficit. 

My colleague correctly points out 
that the public influence there was de­
spite polls that said people did not like 
the deficit, in fact to urge Members to 
vote for things which had the effect of 
raising the deficit. The popular short­
term vote was often a deficit-enhanc­
ing vote. 

But I would point out that today ev­
erybody understands that is not true. 

The public may not instantly get the 
point of the contradiction and from 
what they are saying. But today public 
opinion is an overwhelming force for 
bringing that deficit down. I think that 
vindicates the fundamental democratic 
principle that one does trust the voters 
ultimately to express themselves accu­
rately, and I think the voters are now 
doing that. That is, they helped resolve 
this contradiction. I think the voters 
have said to us: Balancing the budget 
is more important than a lot of other 
issues. That was not what they were 
saying in the 1980's. 

So I have to say that I understand 
the motivation, but it ought to be 
made clear. People who offer term lim­
its have at bottom a desire to limit 
popular influence on the deliberations 
of this body. The more Members who 
are ineligible to vote for reelection, the 
less public opinion will be affected. 

By the way, one amendment which 
was offered in committee; we did not 
reoffer it here, but it was overwhelm­
ingly rejected by the advocates of term 
limits, and it makes a point. One Mem­
ber proposed that the term limit be a 
consecutive term limit but not a life­
time ban-at committee, one Member 
offered an amendment to say that this 
would not be a lifetime ban. It would 
simply mean that one could not serve a 
consecutive period more than 12 years, 
but one could leave and come back. 

Now that was meant to handle the 
argument that the problem here is se­
niority and that one way to break the 
seniority system was with that term 
limit. But, overwhelmingly, Repub­
lican Members said, " No, that is not 
acceptable. You cannot make an excep­
tion to the principle. The principle is 12 
years and you must leave the House of 
Representatives. " 

In other words: " We don't want you 
thinking about what the voters might 
do in your case 2 and 4 and 6 and 8 
years from now, " and I think that con­
firms that this is fundamentally meant 
to be a limitation on democratic influ­
ence. It is a limitation on the extent to 
which people will be able to influence 
how their Members vote. 

I do not think Members ought to be 
slavishly following the latest poll. I 
think Members ought to be willing in 
many cases to say I know public opin­
ion disagrees with this particular vote, 
but I believe, given the values that I 
was sent here to express, that is a mis­
take; and I think the public will ulti­
mately accept this judgment if I make 
the case. 

But term limits is a way to say, look, 
after a certain period the voters will 
not pay much attention. People say 
term limits is to increase competitive­
ness. I believe it would have the oppo­
site effect. Members who are inter­
ested, citizens interested in running for 
Congress in the fifth and sixth term of 
a Member of Congress could say, " But 
why challenge an incumbent? Why not 
wait until the seat comes open?" 

So I think this is a philosophically 
flawed proposal which is really an ex­
pression of frustration. 

When did term limits come up? It 
came up after the explosion of the def­
icit in the 1980's when people felt the 
deficit would go up and up and up and 
Members could never be defeated. We 
now have a situation where the deficit 
has been coming down, and we have an 
overwhelming commitment to get it to 
zero by the year 2002, that Members 
here feel is a public expression of will. 
We also have a significant turnover. 

So I hope that we will , when this 
comes before us, vindicate democracy 
and vote down all of these versions of 
term limits. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I might consume 
first to say that, as usual , the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] was articulate and interesting. 
Many of the points were cogent and to 
the point except for one. He talks 
about the American people are in a def­
icit-reducing mode and therefore the 
Congress will be too. Therein lies the 
problem, and therein lies the reason 
why I have to support term limits 
against my own philosophy. 

Just take a look at the President's 
budget. I was so disheartened when 
that budget was made public last 
Thursday. Instead of staying on this 
deficit-reducing mode, a glidepath 
downward, like this, to a balanced 
budget by the year 2002, lo and behold, 
in the first 4 years of the President's 
projections we are on the down glide, 
on the glidepath which reduces the 
budget-the deficit each year. Lo and 
behold, we go up in the first 3 years. 
Then we level off, and in the last 2 
years, after the President is gone, the 
budget starts-the deficit starts to go 
back down. 

We know that is not going to happen 
because it is too tough. If we do not 
make those cuts, if we do not reduce 
those deficits every single year, we are 
never going to get there. And that is 
why we have a Congress that just will 
not say-they say yes to everything 
and no to nothing, and we end up with 
these huge deficits which is literally 
going to bankrupt this Nation and fu­
ture generations including my four 
grandchildren. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
have too much time, but I am going to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I will 
get an extra minute, if I can. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask the gentleman from 
Massachusetts to yield 1 minute to me. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, first I was interested to hear 
my friend say that he was going to 
vote on this contrary to his philos­
ophy. That is a precedent in his case I 
would urge him to follow more often. I 
think that would have a good effect on 
the body. But beyond that he made an 
interesting point. His view is that the 
President, as he sees it now, is less 
comini tted to budget balancing than 
Members of Congress. I differ with him 
factually , but let me make a point. 

The President is term limited and we 
are not. So the gentleman's point is 
that the term limited President is not 
as committed to balancing the budget 
as the nonterm limited Congress, and I 
do not think that is a great argument 
from his standpoint for term limits. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Co­
lumbus, OH [Ms. PRYCE], a very, very 
valuable member of the Committee on 
Rules and a former judge. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Rules for yielding 
me this time, and I rise in support of 
this very, very fair rule. 

While some may suggest that we lack 
the votes to pass a term limits amend­
ment, the issue itself is here to stay 
and is gaining momentum across the 
country. Twenty-three States have 
passed their own term limits ini tia­
ti ves, and I believe an overwhelming 
majority of Americans support them. 
In my view, Congress still needs re­
form, and one very effective way we 
can bring change to this institution is 
to prevent the continued return to this 
body and to the other body of career 
politicians. 

Some of my colleagues have argued 
very articulately against term limits, 
and there are valid arguments on both 
sides. But I remain convinced that lim­
its are not only beneficial, they are es­
sential to making Congress more eff ec­
ti ve, productive and accountable. 

The Congress was meant to be a cit­
izen legislature. The Founding Fathers 
and those that followed after them 
were laymen, not career politicians. 
Just think of the many benefits that 
would come from term limits: a regular 
influx of new ideas, fresh motivated 

Members, a Congress closer to the peo­
ple and the issues facing them out 
there in the real world, a greater em­
phasis on merit rather than seniority 
and a better chance to guard against 
legislative gridlock as all Members 
achieve a higher level of political cour­
age knowing that their life 's work is 
not here in Washington and that there 
is life after service here. 

0 1100 
I expect this to be a very interesting 

debate. The mere fact that we are hav­
ing this debate at all after our first at­
tempt in 1995 is testimony to just how 
much Congress has changed in recent 
years. Under this rule, Members will 
have a chance to consider all of the 
major issues involved in this historic 
debate , including retroactivity and al­
lowing States to set lower limits. 

Mr. Speaker, term limits is a serious 
endeavor, one that goes to the very 
heart of our goal to end the status quo 
in Washington. So first , I urge my col­
leagues to listen very carefully to what 
the American people are asking us to 
do, and then to support this fair rule so 
that we can have honest, full debate on 
the issue of term limits. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time at this 
time, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] , a very valuable 
Member of this body and one of the 
real leaders in this effort to implement 
term limitations. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule. While this is not 
the rule those of us on the term limits 
task force had hoped for, it unfortu­
nately is a rule we must have. I am 
pleased that this rule allows a vote on 
my bill , which calls for 8-year limits on 
House Members and 12-year limits on 
Senators. I want to thank the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
and the other members of the Com­
mittee on Rules for making my amend­
ment in order. 

I will address the specifics of my 
amendment later when it is considered, 
but I rise now to talk for just a minute 
about this rule and why it is structured 
the way it is. 

Mr. Speaker, we are preparing to em­
bark on a drawn out, confusing debate 
on a number of term limits amend-

ments. As has been mentioned, the rea­
son is an initiative effort in the States 
by U.S. Term Limits. U.S. Term Limits 
calls their initiative the informed 
voter law. They say all they are doing 
is informing voters which Members 
support term limits and which do not. 
It is ironic at best and disingenuous at 
worst that these are called informed 
voter laws, because voters are anything 
but informed as a result of their ef­
for ts. 

Let me read you what appeared on 
the Maine ballot: "Do you want Maine 
to require candidates and elected offi­
cials to show support for term Congres­
sional limits or have their refusal 
printed on the ballot?" No mention of 
forcing Members to support only a 6-
year limit. No mention of forcing Mem­
bers to vote against any other version 
of term limits. 

Then you have the issue of the ballot 
designation, or what has been called 
the scarlet letter. Let us say you are 
from Missouri, a State that passed an 
8-year limit for Representatives back 
in 1992. If you vote for the 6-year bill as 
required in the initiative and you also 
vote for my 8-year bill, your voters will 
be told that you do not support term 
limits on the next ballot. 

Let me make this perfectly clear. A 
term limit supporter, someone who 
votes for term limits, could be des­
ignated a term limits opponent on the 
Federal ballot. Those of us who support 
term limits may not agree completely 
on the exact language of an amend­
ment, but we all agree that U.S. Term 
Limits' latest strategy is ill-conceived 
and ill-advised. I urge all my col­
leagues to read George Will 's column 
in this week's Newsweek for more in­
sight into this initiative and its rami­
fications. 

We all hope that the courts will 
strike down this extremely dangerous 
and misleading manipulation of the 
Federal ballot. In the meantime, our 
Members must vote today without a 
definitive legal opinion. That is why 
this rule has been fashioned to give 
term limit supporters every oppor­
tunity to avoid the misleading ballot 
designation. I urge my colleagues to 
support the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the materials referred to ear­
lier. 

STATEWIDE REFERENDUM RESULTS FOR THE ELECTION HELD ON NOV. 5, 1996 

Question Question Type Question 

1 .............. ....... Citizen initiative ..... .................................. Do you want Maine to require candidates and elected officials to show support for Congressional term limits or have their refusal printed on the bal-
lot? 

2A ................... Citizen initiative ................. ...................... 2A: Citizen Initiative: Do you want Maine to ban clearcutting and set other new logging standards? 
2B .................. Competing measure ..................... ............. 2B: Competing Measure: Do you want the Compact for Maine's Forests to become law to promote sustainable forest management practices throughout 

the state? 
2C .................. Against A and B ........................ ............... 2C: Against A and B: Against both the Citizen Initiative and the Competing Measure 
3 ................... .. Citizen initiative ....................................... Do you want Maine to adopt new campaign finance laws and give public funding to candidates for state office who agree to spending limits? 
4 ..................... Bond issue ................................................ Do you favor a $3,000,000 bond issue to make capital improvements at state parlls and historic sites? 
5 ................... .. Bond issue .... ............................................ Do you favor a $16,500,000 bond issue for the following purposes: (1) $2,500,000 to investigate, abate and clean up threats to the public health and 

the environment from hazardous substance discharges; (2) $5,000,000 to protect the public health, safety and the environment by providing funds 
for the cleanup of tire stockpiles; and (3) $9,000,000 to protect the State's drinking water resources by granting funds to cities and towns for the 
closure and cleanup of their solid waste landfills? 

6 ..................... Bond issue .......................... ...................... Do you favor a $11 ,000,000 bond issue to encourage job growth and economic vitality by providing access to capital for agricultural enterprises and 
small businesses with a significant potential for growth and job creation? 

Yes No 

318,119 225,620 

175,078 NIA 
282,620 NIA 

139,176 NIA 
320,755 250,185 
342,116 234,023 
352,924 221,542 

370,978 202,432 
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STATEWIDE REFERENDUM RESULTS FOR THE ELECTION HELD ON NOV. 5, 1996--Continued 

Question Question Type Question Yes No 

7 ..................... Constitutional amendment ....................... Do you favor a $10,000,000 bond issue for the following purposes: (1) $8,000,000 to construct water pollution control facilities, providing the state 360,888 209,300 
match for $10,000,000 in federal funds; and (2) $2,000,000 to address environmental health deficiencies in drinking water supplies? 

8 ..................... Constitutional amendment ....................... Do you favor amending the Constitution of Maine to require that a direct initiative petition be submitted to local officials earlier than is presently re- 367 ,994 187 ,428 
quired in order to allow 5 working days rather than 2 days for local officials to certify the petitions? 

Question 1: Citizen Initiative: Do you want 
Maine to require candidates and elected offi­
cials to show support for Congressional term 
limits or have their refusal printed on the 
ballot? 

STATE OF MAINE 
''An Act to Seek Congressional Term Lim­

its" 
Preamble. The People of the State of 

Maine want to amend the United States Con­
stitution to establish Term Limits on Con­
gress that will ensure representation in Con­
gress by true citizen lawmakers. The Presi­
dent of the United States is limited by the 
XXII Amendment to two terms in office. 
Governors in forty (40) states are limited to 
two terms or less. Voters have established 
Term Limits for over 2,000 state legislators 
as well as over 17 ,000 local officials across 
the country. 

Nevertheless, Congress has ignored our de­
sire for Term Limits not only by proposing 
excessively long terms for its own members 
but also by utterly refusing to pass an 
amendment for genuine congressional term 
limits. Congress has a clear conflict of inter­
est in proposing a term limits amendment to 
the United States Constitution. A majority 
of both Republicans and Democrats in the 
United States House of Representatives dur­
ing the 104th Congress voted against a con­
stitutional amendment containing the Term 
Limits passed by a wide margin of Maine 
voters. 

The people, not Congress should set Term 
Limits. We hereby establish as the official 
position of the Citizens and State of Maine 
that our elected officials should enact by 
Constitutional Amendment congressional 
term limits no longer than three (3) terms in 
the United States House of Representatives, 
not longer than two (2) terms in the United 
States Senate. 

The career politicians dominating Con­
gress have a conflict of interest that pre­
vents Congress from being what the Found­
ers intended, the branch of government clos­
est to the people. The politicians have re­
fused to heed the will of the people for Term 
Limits; they have voted to dramatically 
raise their own pay; they have provided lav­
ish mill1on dollar pensions for themselves; 
and they have granted themselves numerous 
other privileges at the expense of the people. 
Most importantly, members of Congress have 
enriched themselves while running up huge 
deficits to support their spending. They 
have put the government nearly 
$5,000,000,000,000.00 (five trillion dollars) in 
debt, gravely threatening the future of our 
children and grandchildren. 

The corruption and appearance of corrup­
tion brought about by political careerism is 
destructive to the proper functioning of the 
first branch of our representative govern­
ment Congress has grown increasingly dis­
tant from the People of the States. The Peo­
ple have the sovereign right and a compel­
ling interest in creating a citizen Congress 
that will more effectively protect our free­
dom and prosperity. This interest and right 
may not effectively be served in any way 
other than that proposed by this initiative. 

The foresight of our Founders provided the 
People with a path around congressional 

self-interest under Article 5 of the Constitu­
tion. Pursuant to Article 5, the People may 
seek a convention to propose amendments to 
the Constitution when two-thirds of the 
States (34) apply for such a convention. 
Amendments proposed by a convention 
would become part of the Constitution upon 
the ratification of three-fourths of the states 
(38). Therefore, the state of Maine, hereby 
amends its Compiled Laws pursuant to our 
power under the state constitution. 

We hereby state our intention that this 
law lead to the adoption of the following 
Constitutional Amendment: 

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMENDMENT 

Section A. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of the United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of the United States Representa­
tive or who then holds the office shall serve 
for more than two additional terms. 

Section B. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve in the office for 
more than one additional term. 

Section C. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified to be­
come operative upon the ratification of the 
legislatures or Conventions of three-fourths 
of the several States. 

Therefore, We the People of the State of 
Maine, have chosen to amend the Compiled 
State Laws to create legislation that will in­
form voters regarding incumbent and non-in­
cumbent federal candidates' support for the 
above proposed CONGRESSIONAL TERM 
LIMITS AMENDMENT and incumbent and 
non-incumbent state legislators' support for 
the following proposed application to Con­
gress: 

We, the People and Legislature of the 
State of Maine, due to our desire to establish 
term limits on Congress, hereby make appli­
cation to Congress, pursuant to our power 
under Article V, to call an Article V Conven­
tion. 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of 
Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1.21-A MRSA c. 9, sub-c. I-A is enacted 
to read: 
SUBCHAPTER I-A-CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS 

ACT OF 1996 

§ 641. Short Title 
This subchapter may be known and cited 

as the " Congressional Term Limits Act of 
1996." 
§ 642. Definitions 

As used in this Act, unless the context oth­
erwise indicates, the following terms have 
the following meanings: 

1. Application. "Application" means an ap­
plication to the Congress of the United 
States to call a convention for the purpose of 
proposing an amendment to the United 
States Constitution to 11m1t to 3 terms the 
service of members of the United States 
House of Representatives and to 2 terms the 
service of the United States Senate. 

2. Proposed amendment, "Proposed amend­
ment" means the following proposed amend-

ment to the United States Constitution set 
forth in The Congressional Term Limit Act 
of 1996: 

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMENDMENT 

Section A. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

Section B. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve in the office for 
more than one additional term. 

Section C. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified to be­
come operative upon the ratification of the 
legislatures or Conventions of three-fourths 
of the several States. 
§ 643. Ballot for incumbent Legislator 

1. Notation of violation of voter instruc­
tion. Except as provided in subsection 2, the 
Secretary of State shall print on all primary, 
general and special election ballots "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of any Legis­
lator who during the current term of office 
failed to: 

A. Vote in favor of the application when 
brought to a vote in any setting in which the 
Legislator served, including, but not limited 
to, either legislative body, a committee, a 
subcommittee or the legislative council; 

B. Second the application if it lacked for a 
second in any setting in which the Legislator 
served, including, but not limited to either 
legislative body, a committee, a sub­
committee or the legislative council; 

C. Vote in favor of all votes bringing the 
application before any setting in which the 
Legislator served, including, but not limited 
to either legislative body, a committee, a 
subcommittee or the legislative council; 

D. Propose, sponsor or otherwise bring to a 
vote of the full legislative body the applica­
tion if it otherwise lacked a legislator who 
so proposed or brought to a vote of the full 
legislative body the application; 

E. Vote against any attempts to delay, 
table, rerefer to committee or otherwise pre­
vent a vote by the full legislative body of the 
application; 

F. Vote in favor of any requests for the 
yeas and nays on all votes on the applica­
tion; 

G. Request the yeas and nays on all votes 
on the application if it otherwise lacked a 
Legislator who so requested; 

H. Vote against any change, addition, 
amendment or modification to the applica­
tion in any setting in which the Legislator 
served, including, but not limited to either 
legislative body, a committee, a sub­
committee or the legislative council; 

I. Either be present and voting during any 
consideration of the application in any set­
ting in which the Legislator served includ­
ing, but not limited to, either legislative 
body, a committee, a subcommittee or the 
legislative council, or, if absent during any 
consideration of the application in any set­
ting in which the Legislator served, includ­
ing, but not limited to either legislative 
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body, a committee, a subcommittee or the 
legislative council, be recorded in favor of 
the application via pairing or other absentee 
provision; 

J. Vote against any proposed repeal of or 
amendment to this Act; 

K. Vote against any legislation that would 
supplement or alter this Act; 

L. Vote in favor of the proposed amend­
ment when it is sent to the states for ratifi­
cation, in any setting in which the Legis­
lator served, including, but not limited to, 
either legislative body, a committee, a sub­
committee or the legislative council; or 

M. Vote against any amendment to the 
United States Constitution with longer lim­
its than those specified in the proposed 
amendment if any such amendment is sent 
to the states for ratification. 

2. Exceptions. The language "VIOLATED 
VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIMITS" 
may not be printed adjacent to the name of 
a Legislator if: 

A. Notwithstanding subsection 1, para­
graphs A to K, the State has made applica­
tion for the purpose of proposing the pro­
posed amendment and that application has 
not been withdrawn or the proposed amend­
ment has been submitted to the States for 
ratification; 

B. Notwithstanding subsection 1, para­
graphs L and M, the State has ratified the 
proposed amendment; or 

C. Notwithstanding subsection l, the pro­
posed amendment has become part of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

3. Determination. The Secretary of State 
shall determine whether to print "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of a Legis­
lator in accordance with this section no later 
than the time that nomination petitions are 
certified. The Secretary of State shall make 
public this determination at the time that 
information regarding nomination petition 
certifications is made available to the pub­
lic. 

4. Challenge of determination. The deter­
mination made by the Secretary of State 
may be challenged under the same process 
that exists for challenging petition certifi­
cation under sections 337 and 356. A chal­
lenger or candidate may appeal the decision 
of the Secretary of State by commencing an 
action in Superior Court in accordance with 
the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 80-
8. In this action, the Secretary of State shall 
be responsible for showing clear and con­
vincing evidence to justify the Secretary of 
State's determination. 
§ 644. Ballot for incumbent Governor 

1. Notation of violation of voter instruc­
tion. Except as provided in subsection 2, the 
Secretary of State shall print on all primary, 
general and special election ballots "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of any Gov­
ernor who during the current term of office 
failed to: 

A. Veto any attempt to amend or repeal 
this Act; or 

B. Veto any legislation that would supple­
ment, alter or effect this Act in any way. 

2. Exception. The language "VIOLATED 
VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIMITS" 
may not be printed adjacent to the name of 
a Governor as required by subsection 1, if the 
proposed amendment has been submitted to 
the States for ratification and ratified by 
this State or the proposed amendment has 
become part of the United States Constitu­
tion. 

3. Determination. The Secretary of State 
shall determine whether to print "VIO-

LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of a Governor 
in accordance with this section no later than 
the time that nomination petitions are cer­
tified. The Secretary of State shall make 
public this determination at the time that 
information regarding nomination petition 
certifications is made available to the pub­
lic. 

4. Challenge of determination. The deter­
mination made by the Secretary of State 
may be challenged under the same process 
that exists for challenging petition certifi­
cation under sections 337 and 356. A chal­
lenger or candidate may appeal the decision 
of the Secretary of State by commencing an 
action in Superior Court in accordance with 
the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 80-
B. In this action, the Secretary of State 
shall be responsible for showing clear and 
convincing evidence to justify the Secretary 
of State's determination. 
§ 645. Ballot for incumbent members of Con­

gress 
1. Notation of violation of voter instruc­

tion. Except as provided in subsection 2, the 
Secretary of State shall print on all primary, 
general and special election ballots "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of any United 
States Senator or Representative who during 
the current term of office; 

A. Failed to vote in favor of the proposed 
amendment when brought to a vote in any 
setting in which the congressional member 
served including, but not limited to, either 
legislative body, a committee, a sub­
committee or a legislative council; 

B. Failed to second the proposed amend­
ment if it lacked for a second before any pro­
ceeding of the legislative body including, but 
no limited to, either legislative body, a com­
mittee, a subcommittee or a legislative 
council; 

C. Failed to propose, sponsor or otherwise 
bring to a vote of the full legislative body 
the proposed amendment if it otherwise 
lacked a congressional member who so pro­
posed; 

D. Failed to vote in favor of all votes 
bringing the proposed amendment before any 
committee, subcommittee or in any other 
setting of the respective house upon which 
the congressional member served including. 
but not limited to, either legislative body, a 
committee, a subcommittee or a legislative 
council; 

E. In any other settings of the respective 
house in which the congressional member 
served, including, but no limited to, either 
legislative body, a committee, a sub­
committee or a legislative council, failed to 
reject any attempt to delay, table, rerefer to 
committee or otherwise postpone or prevent 
a vote by the full legislative body on the pro­
posed amendment; 

F. Failed to vote against any proposed con­
stitutional amendment that would increase 
term limits beyond those in the proposed 
amendment regardless of any other actions 
in support of the proposed amendment; 

G. Sponsored or cosponsored any proposed 
constitutional amendment or law that would 
increase term limits beyond those in the pro­
posed amendment; 

H. Failed to vote in favor of any requests 
for the yeas and nays on all votes on the pro­
posed amendment; 

I. Failed to sign any discharge petition 
that would cause the proposed amendment to 
be considered by the full legislative body; 

J. Failed to either be present and voting 
during any consideration of the proposed 
amendment in any setting in which the con-

gressional member served including, but not 
limited to, either legislative body, a com­
mittee or subcommittee or, if absent during 
any consideration of the proposed amend­
ment in any setting in which the congres­
sional member served, including, but not 
limited to, either legislative body, a com­
mittee or subcommittee, be recorded in favor 
of the proposed amendment; by means of 
pairing, proxy voting or other absentee pro­
vision. 

2. Exception. The language "VIOLATED 
VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIMITS" 
may not be printed adjacent to the name of 
any member of Congress as required by sub­
section 1 if the proposed amendment has 
been submitted to the states for ratification 
or has become part of the United States Con­
stitution. 

3. Determination. The Secretary of State 
shall determine whether to print "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
LIMITS" adjacent to the name of any mem­
ber of Congress in accordance with this sec­
tion no later than the time that nomination 
petitions are certified. The Secretary of 
State shall make public this determination 
at the time that information regarding nom­
ination petition certifications is made avail­
able to the public. 

4. Challenge of determination. The deter­
mination made by the Secretary of State 
may be challenged under the same process 
that exists for challenging petition certifi­
cation under sections 337 and 356. A chal­
lenger or candidate may appeal the decision 
of the Secretary of State by commencing an 
action in Superior Court in accordance with 
the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 80-
B. In this action, the Secretary of State 
shall be responsible for showing clear and 
convincing evidence to justify the Secretary 
of State's determination. 
§ 646. Pledge to support term limits. 

1. Pledge requirement. Until the proposed 
amendment becomes part of the United 
States Constitution, the Secretary of State 
shall offer to candidates for the Congress of 
the United States, Governor, the Maine Sen­
ate and the Maine House of Representatives 
the term limits pledge set forth in sub­
section 3. The Secretary of State shall pro­
vide pledge forms to the candidates. The can­
didates must sign and file with the Secretary 
of State the pledge forms before the com­
mencement of petitioning for ballot access. 
Except as provided in subsection 2, for a can­
didate who refuses to take the term limit 
pledge, the Secretary of State shall print 
"REFUSED TO PLEDGE TO SUPPORT 
TERM LIMITS" printed adjacent to the can­
didate's name on every primary, general and 
special election ballot. 

2. Exception. The language "REFUSED TO 
PLEDGE TO SUPPORT TERM LIMITS" 
may not be printed adjacent to the can­
didate's name on every primary, general and 
special election ballot when, pursuant to sec­
tion 643, 644 or 645, the notation "VIOLATED 
VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIMITS" 
shall appear adjacent to the candidate's 
name. 

3. Term limits pledge. The Secretary of 
State shall offer the following term limits 
pledge; 

A. For all candidates for the United States 
Senate and the United States House of Rep­
resenta ti ves; 

"I support term limits and pledge to use 
all my legislative powers to enact the pro­
posed amendments to the United States Con­
stitution set forth in the Congressional Term 
Limits Act of 1996. If elected, I pledge to act 
in such a way that the designation "VIO­
LATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON TERM 
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LIMITS" will not appear adjacent to my 
name. 

Signature for Candidate" 
B. For all candidates for Governor: 
"I support Term Limits and pledge, if 

elected, to use all my delegated powers to 
enact the proposed Constitution Amendment 
set forth in the Congressional Term Limits 
Act of 1996. I pledge to use all my delegated 
powers to cause the Legislature to make ap­
plication under the United States Constitu­
tion, Article V, to the Congress of the United 
States as set forth in the Congressional 
Term Limits Act of 1996. I pledge to veto any 
attempt to amend or repeal the Congres­
sional Term Limits Act of 1996. I pledge to 
veto any legislation that would supplement, 
alter or affect the Congressional Term Lim­
its Act of 1996 in any way. 

Signature of Candidate" 
C. For all candidates for the Maine Senate, 

the Maine House of Representatives: 
"I support term limits and pledge to use 

all my legislative powers to cause the Legis­
lature of the State of Maine to make appli­
cation to the Congress of the United States 
for a constitutional convention under Article 
V of the United States Constitution, and to 
enact the proposed amendment to the United 
States Constitution set forth in the Congres­
sional Term Limits Act of 1996. If elected, I 
pledge to act in such a way that the designa­
tion "VIOLATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON 
TERM LIMITS" will not appear adjacent to 
my name. 

Signature of Candidate" 
4. Determination. The Secretary of State 

shall determine whether to print "REFUSED 
TO PLEDGE TO SUPPORT TERM LIMITS" 
adjacent to the name of candidate in accord­
ance with this section no later than the time 
that nomination petitions are certified. The 
Secretary of State shall make public this de­
termination at the time that information re­
garding nomination petition certifications is 
made available to the public. 

5. Challenge of determination. The deter­
mination made by the Secretary of State 
may be challenged under the same process 
that currently exists for challenging petition 
certification under sections 337 and 356. A 
challenger or candidate may appeal the deci­
sion of the Secretary of State by com­
mencing an action in Superior Court in ac­
cordance with the Maine Rules of Civil Pro­
cedure. Rule 30-B. In this action, the Sec­
retary of State shall be responsible for show­
ing clear and convincing evidence to justify 
the Secretary of State's determination. 

Sec. 2. Legislators directed to make appli­
cation to Congress. Each member of the 
Maine Senate and the Maine House of Rep­
resentatives shall use all of that Legislator's 
delegated powers to make the following ap­
plication under the United States Constitu­
tion, Article V, to the Congress of the United 
States: 

"We, the People and Legislature of the 
State of Maine, due to our desire to establish 
term limits on Congress, hereby make appli­
cation to Congress, pursuant to our power 
under Article V, to call an Article V Conven­
tion." 

Sec. 3. Governor directed to aid an applica­
tion and ratification. The Governor shall use 
all of the Governor's delegated powers to aid 
the Legislature in making the application 
specified in Sec. 2 to the Congress of the 
United States under Article V of the United 
States Constitution. 

Sec. 4. Congressional delegation directed 
to propose congressional term limits amend-

ment. Each member of the state's congres­
sional delegation shall use all of that mem­
ber's delegated powers to propose and vote 
for the following amendment to the United 
States Constitution: 

CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMENDMENT 

Section A. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of the amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

Section B. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve in the office for 
more than one additional term. 

Section C. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified to be­
come operative upon the ratification of the 
legislatures or Conventions of three-fourths 
of the several States. 

Sec. 5. Jurisdiction. Any legal challenge to 
this Act shall be filed as an original action 
before the Supreme Court of this state. 

Sec. 6. Severability. If any portion, clause, 
or phrase of this initiative is, for any reason, 
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, the remain­
ing portions, clauses, and phrases may not be 
affected, but shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

STATEMENT OF FACT 

This bill accomplishes the following: 
1. It requires the Secretary of State to 

offer to all candidates for the Legislature, 
Governor and Congress a pledge to support 
congressional term limits and requires that, 
if a candidate refuses to sign the pledge, the 
Secretary of State print adjacent to that 
candidate's name on the ballot the words 
"REFUSED TO PLEDGE TO SUPPORT 
TERM LIMITS.'' 

2. It requires that the Secretary of State 
print adjacent to the candidate's name on 
the ballot the words "VIOLATED VOTER 
INSTRUCTION ON TERM LIMITS" if an in­
cumbent candidate for Governor, Congress or 
Legislature fails to vote in the manner speci­
fied in the bill. 

3. It directs the Legislature to make appli­
cation to Congress calling for a constitu­
tional convention to propose an amendment 
to the federal constitution to require con­
gressional term limits and directs the Gov­
ernor to aid in such application. It also di­
rects the State's congressional delegation to 
work to propose such an amendment to the 
federal constitution. 

INTENT AND CONTENT 

This initiated legislation seeks to impose 
term limits of 3 terms (6 years) for the 
United States House of Representatives and 
2 terms (12 years) for the United States Sen­
ate in five ways: 

1. It would direct the Main Legislature to 
apply to the United States Congress to call a 
constitutional convention, pursuant to Arti­
cle V of the United States Constitution, for 
the purpose of enacting an amendment to 
the United States Constitution imposing 
Congressional term limits. 

2. It would direct each member of Maine's 
Congressional delegation to vote for a con­
stitutional amendment establishing Congres­
sional term limits. 

3. It would require the Secretary of State 
to print on any election ballot the phrase 
"VIOLATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON 
TERM LIMITS" next to the name of any 

member of the Maine Legislature or any 
Governor who fails to use all of his or her 
powers to secure passage of an application to 
the United States Congress for a constitu­
tional convention to establish Congressional 
term limits. 

4. It would require the Secretary of State 
to print on any election ballot the phrase 
"VIOLATED VOTER INSTRUCTION ON 
TERM LIMITS" next to the name of any 
member of the Maine Congressional delega­
tion who fails to use all of his or her legisla­
tive powers to cause the United States Con­
gress to pass an amendment to the United 
States Constitution imposing Congressional 
term limits. 

5. It would require the Secretary of State 
to print on any election ballot the phrase 
"REFUSED TO PLEDGE TO SUPPORT 
TERM LIMITS" next to the name of any 
candidate for Governor, the Maine Legisla­
ture or the United States Congress who fails 
to sign a form pledging to use all of his or 
her powers to secure passage of an amend­
ment to the United States Constitution im­
posing Congressional term limits. 

A "YES" vote approves the initiative. 
A "NO" vote disapproves the initiative. 

[From Newsweek, Feb. 17, 1997] 
SAVE Us FROM THE PURISTS-SOME SUP­

PORTERS OF TERM LIMITS HA VE DEVISED A 
TACTIC AT ODDS WITH THE BEST REASON FOR 
LIMITS 

(By George F. Will) 
Since the apple incident in Eden, the 

human race has been disappointing. Hence 
term limits for Congress may become one of 
the few exceptions to the rule that when 
Americans want something, and want it in­
tensely and protractedly, they get it. Only 
the political class can enact limits, and lim­
its would be unnecessary if that class were 
susceptible to self-restraint. 

That is a structural problem of politics 
with which supporters of term limits must 
cope. But the organization U.S. Term Limits 
is an unnecessary impediment to term lim­
its. As the House votes this week on the 
issue, consider what happens when a reform 
movement's bandwagon is boarded by people 
ignorant of, or indifferent to, the principal 
rationale for the reform. 

USTL is a bellicose advocate of term lim­
its, and, like fanatics through the ages, it 
fancies itself the sole legitimate keeper of 
the flame of moral purity. However, it has 
actually become the career politician's best 
friend. That is why it was opponents of term 
limits who invited a USTL spokesman to tes­
tify at recent House hearings on the subject. 
Opponents understand that USTL's obscu­
rantism, dogmatism and bullying embarrass 
the cause. 

The primary argument for term limits is 
not that, absent limits, there will be a per­
manent class of entrenched incumbents 
shielded from challenges by advantages of of­
fice. Although incumbents who choose to 
seek re-election still are remarkably safe--91 
percent of them won in the turbulence of 1994 
and 94 percent won in 1996--most members of 
Congress arrived there in this decade. (This 
rotation in office has been produced partly 
by something the nation does not wish to 
rely on-revulsion arising from scandals and 
other malfeasance.) And the primary argu­
ment for term limits is not that Congress is 
insufficiently "responsive" and hence must 
be made "closer to the people." Rather, the 
primary argument is that we need "con­
stitutional space" (the phrase is from Har­
vard's Harvey Mansfield) between represent­
atives and the represented. 
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Term limits are a simple, surgical, 

Madisonian reform. By removing careerism­
a relatively modern phenomenon-as a mo­
tive for entering politics and for behavior in 
office, term limits can produce deliberative 
bodies disposed to think of the next genera­
tion rather than the next election. This is 
the argument favored by those who favor 
term limits not because of hostility toward 
Congress, but as an affectionate measure to 
restore Congress to its rightful role as the 
First Branch of government. This would put 
the presidency where it belongs (and usually 
was during the Republic 's first 150 years), 
which is more toward the margin of political 
life. 

Intelligent people of good will differ about 
whether term limits are a good idea, and 
supporters of limits differ concerning the ap­
propriate maximum length of legislative ca­
reers. Most supporters consider six House 
and two Senate terms a temperate solution. 
It is symmetrical (12 years in each chamber) 
and allows enough time for professional 
learning, yet removes the careerism that 
produces officeholders who make only risk­
averse decisions while in office. USTL is not 
merely eccentric but preposterous and anti­
thetical to dignified democracy because it 
insists that three House terms is the only 
permissible option. 

If USTL merely espoused this position, it 
could simply be disregarded as a collection 
of cranks. What makes it deeply subversive 
of the term limits movement is its attempt 
to enforce its three-House-terms fetish by 
using a device that degrades what the move­
ment seeks to dignify-the principle of delib­
erative representation. Last November in 
nine states with 30 House members (19 of 
them Republicans, whose party platform en­
dorses term limits) USTL sponsored success­
ful campaigns to pass pernicious initiatives. 
These stipulate precisely the sort of term 
limits measures for which those states' 
members should vote, and further stipulate 
that unless those members vote for them and 
only for them, then when those members 
seek re-election there must appear next to 
their names on the ballot this statement: 
"Violated voter instruction on term limits." 

More than 70 percent of Americans favor 
the principle of term limits without having 
fixed, let alone fierce, preferences about de­
tails. But USTL, tendentiously presenting 
meretricious "evidence," baldly and far­
cically asserts that Americans believe that 
term limitation involving six House terms is 
not worth having. Because of USTL's coer­
cive device of "instruction," there may have 
to be a dozen votes this week on various 
term limits amendments to the Constitu­
tion. And USTL's ham-handedness probably 
will produce a decline in votes for the most 
popular proposal-six House and two Senate 
terms. No measure is yet going to receive 
the 290 House votes or 67 Senate votes needed 
to send an amendment to the states for rati­
fication debates. However, USTL's rule-or­
ruin mischief will splinter the voting bloc 
that last year produced 227 votes for a 12-
years-for-each-chamber amendment. 

The thinking person's reason for sup­
porting term limits is to produce something 
that USTL's " instruction" of members 
mocks-independent judgment. USTL, which 
thinks of itself as serving conservatism, 
should think again. It should think of that 
noble fountain of conservatism. Edmund 
Burke. In 1774, having been elected to Par­
liament by Bristol voters, Burke delivered to 
them an admirably austere speech of thanks, 
in which he rejected the notion that a rep­
resentative should allow "instructions" from 

voters to obviate his independent judgment. 
He said " government and legislation are 
matters of reason and judgment" and asked: 
"What sort of reason is that in which the de­
termination precedes the discussion?" 

In the 1850s some Abolitionists were inter­
ested less in effectiveness than in nar­
cissistic moral display, interested less in 
ending slavery than in parading their purity. 
The abolition of slavery required someone 
(Lincoln) who was anathema to fanatical 
abolitionists. Similarly, restoration of delib­
erative democracy will require patient peo­
ple, not USTL's exhibitionists. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to my dear friend, the gen­
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. DREIER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 7 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friends from Massachusetts and 
New York for yielding me this time. 

Let me say that I rise in strong sup­
port of the rule, and my friend from 
Massachusetts might not like what I 
am going to say at the outset here, but 
I suspect he will like what I say a little 
later. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, maybe 
I should yield the gentleman 1 minute 
at a time then. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my friend that he will begin to 
enjoy what I have to say as I persevere 
closer to the 5 minutes. He will not 
like the first minute. 

Let me say that for years many of us 
tried to get the issue of term limits 
brought to the House floor for debate, 
and there was an inclination by the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju­
diciary, Mr. BROOKS of Texas, to keep 
that measure bottled up in committee. 
So I joined with other opponents of 
term limits in signing a discharge peti­
tion to try and get it moved to the 
House floor because keeping it bottled 
up in committee did in fact really, I be­
lieve, circumvent the will of the Amer­
ican people and the will of many Mem­
bers of this institution. So that is why 
I congratulate my party for coming 
into the majority and bringing this 
issue to a full debate. 

I think that this rule, which the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
and the Committee on Rules have 
crafted, does allow for a wide range of 
provisions to be considered, but having 
said that, I do strongly oppose term 
limits. In fact, I remember, and I would 
say to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], very vividly when 8 
years ago last month Ronald Reagan 
turned over the reins of the Presidency 
to George Bush, and at that time Presi­
dent Reagan said, "My number one pri­
ority in leaving Washington will be the 

repeal of the 22d amendment to the 
Constitution. ' ' 

The 22d amendment to the Constitu­
tion was passed by Republicans, pushed 
by Republicans, because of a very high 
level of frustration over the fact that 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt was contin­
ually reelected by the American peo­
ple, and now Democrats and Repub­
licans alike recognize that Franklin 
Roosevelt was in fact one of the great 
Presidents of this century. 

It seems to me that repeal of the 22d 
amendment should be a top priority, 
and so I just introduced a few minutes 
ago House Joint Resolution 51, which 
will in fact repeal the 22d amendment 
of the Constitution, doing what Ronald 
Reagan said was his top priority upon 
leaving this town. And that, I believe, 
underscores the very, very important 
reason, following Ronald Reagan's di­
rection here, underscores the very im­
portant reason for us not to amend the 
Constitution to impose term limits. 

Now, I understand that the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK­
LEY], although I did not hear it in his 
opening remarks, talked about the 
turnover that has taken place over the 
past several years. It is my under­
standing that during the decade of the 
1990's, we have seen a turnover of 62 
percent of the membership of this in­
stitution. New ideas are obviously 
flowing in and they have flowed in 
based in large part on the fact that the 
American people have, to the shock of 
many in this institution, been percep­
tive enough to change their Represent­
atives in Congress. 

I mentioned a few moments ago the 
former chairman of the House Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. He is one of 
the three reasons that I voted against 
term limits last time. Well, there were 
many more, but among the three, and 
they were Jack Brooks, Dan Rosten­
kowski, and Tom Foley. Those three 
incumbents, the Speaker, two very 
powerful committee chairmen obvi­
ously had all the resources needed to 
be reelected. And they had loads of 
campaign contributions, the power of 
incumbency, the power of their chair­
manships, and yet, while many people 
argued for years and years and years, 
the voters in those districts would 
never have the intelligence to replace 
Rostenkowski, Brooks, and Foley. 
Well, the fact of the matter is, in uphill 
struggles, we had challengers who de­
feated those three people. For the first 
time since the 1860's a sitting Speaker 
of the House was defeated, and it was 
done without amending the U.S. Con­
stitution. 

So it seems to me that if we look at 
that fact, and interestingly enough, 
and it saddens me, two of the three vic­
tors in that 1994 election were defeated 
in the 1996 election. The gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. NETHERCUTT], 
who defeated Tom Foley, is the only 
one remaining in this institution, so a 
turnover is taking place there. 
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Mr. Speaker, if we look at the fact 

that a natural turnover has taken 
place, it seems to me that we should be 
very careful in moving ahead with an 
amendment to the Constitution. So I 
think that the arguments of staff hav­
ing too much power; we all revere the 
staff around here, but the fact of the 
matter is, with term limits I think 
staff would get too much power. 

If we look at the fact that many peo­
ple say that whenever we deal with a 
legislative challenge around here, what 
we should do is amend the U.S. Con­
stitution. I think that that was an in­
spired document, and I think that the 
Founding Fathers were inspired when 
they decided not to impose term limits 
on the President of the United States, 
and they were equally inspired when 
they established three qualifications 
for service in the U.S. House of Rep­
resentatives: 25 years of age, an Amer­
ican citizen, and a resident of the State 
one hopes to represent. We should 
allow the people to work their will in 
making the kind of decision that is 
better for them in their representation 
here. 

So I support the rule, urge my col­
leagues to vote in favor of the rule, but 
I will vote no on all of the provisions 
that call for imposing constraints on 
the voters of this Nation. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Massachusetts for his kindness, and 
certainly to the ranking member on 
the Committee on the Judiciary for the 
hard work, and the gentleman from Il­
linois [Mr. HYDE] for the generosity of 
spirit in his beliefs that the American 
people speak every 2 years, and that is 
our term limits. Chairman HYDE was 
generous in allowing this debate to 
come to the floor of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak 
against this rule, and quite to the con­
trary, I am saddened by the fact that 
we could not find it in the minds and 
hearts of the Committee on Rules to 
have an open rule on this so-called very 
important issue. 

Interestingly enough, I might add 
that when I go home to the district, 
and as I have spoken to many of my 
colleagues, rarely do I hear as a biting 
issue of the day term limits. Questions 
arise every day about education and 
the environment; they arise about our 
ability to be civil and to work in a bi­
partisan spirit to emphasize the impor­
tance of a budget that carries us for­
ward, firm, balanced, but yet fair to all 
of the American people; sometimes 
talks about tax relief and reforming 
the welfare reform to be just in its 
treatment of all of those who are inside 
the boundaries of the United States of 
America. I hear issues about social jus­
tice and women's rights, but never this 
question called term limits. 

So I am saddened to be able to say to 
the American people that the first leg­
islative item that comes before this 
body is really bound in political gim­
mickry. Interestingly enough, more 
than 54 percent of the Members of the 
House in the 105th Congress have been 
elected in the last 5 years. I might 
imagine that over a number of years in 
the future, we will find quite a bit of 
turnover. In fact, we are finding young­
er and younger ranking members and 
chairmen of committees. This is good, 
this is energy, this is how the people 
speak. They have spoken in the House 
of Representatives and, yes, they have 
spoken in the U.S. Senate. 

Yes, I realize that nine States, Alas­
ka, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Maine, 
Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, and South 
Dakota have passed the so-called scar­
let letter initiatives. So be it, their 
people have spoken. 
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How unfortunate, however, that in 

passing such an initiative they would 
label their Members by the label on the 
ballot that says, this particular person 
disregarded our voter instruction on 
term limits. They do not talk about 
how the Member voted on education 
and the environment, how the Member 
will address the national defense or 
crime. They are concerned and they 
want to label someone on that basis. 

My response? So be it; the people 
have spoken. But just because of those 
nine States, I do not believe that we 
have any place in the U.S. Congress to 
assess and to deny the American people 
their right to elect or unelect their 
Representative every 2 years. The 
Founding Fathers-and as I always say, 
no mothers were present, although Abi­
gail Adams said to John Adams, "Don't 
forget the ladies, "-framed the Con­
stitution to allow those who partici­
pate in this process to elect Members 
of the House of Representatives every 2 
years, and those in the U.S. Senate 
every 6 years. 

Why then are we stalling around this 
issue that already has an answer in the 
American public's mind: that is, their 
vote every 2 years. They have voted. In 
1994 and 1996 they let their voices be 
heard, changing the majority in 1994 
and emphasizing a bipartisan approach 
in 1996. 

I am disappointed that the Com­
mittee on Rules did not see fit to add 
the two amendments that I proposed, I 
think pure amendments. Interestingly 
enough, out of the 11 amendments, 
only 2 come from the Democratic 
Party. I would say that if Members are 
serious about term limits, they would 
have supported the term limit amend­
ment that I had, that said, leave it to 
the States. 

If the States want to put no years of 
limitation, 20 years, 30 years, or 5 
years, then if Members believe in the 
people speaking, why not have allowed 

for us to vote on an amendment that 
says the States can choose any sort of 
term limits that they desire? Would it 
have been disruptive? Nothing is dis­
ruptive when the people speak. But yet 
that was not received or allowed to be 
debated on the floor of the House. 

I wonder about the seriousness of 
this issue. If Members think the people 
should speak back in Florida or Texas 
or California, then allow those people 
to design for themselves how long they 
want their legislators to be in the U.S . 
Congress. 

Then I might add that in order to be 
even closer to the people, I added an 
amendment or offered an amendment 
that we should do it by convention. 
What does that mean? That is a proce­
dure in the U.S. Congress or Constitu­
tion that allows for conventions to be 
held in States by delegates, people who 
would then vote for term limits or not 
for term limits. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fraud on the 
American people. We can vote for our 
elected officials and the Congress every 
2 years. Let us uphold the Constitu­
tion, Mr. Speaker. Let us do the right 
thing. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir­
ginia [Mr. SCOTT]. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I noticed in 
one of the reviews of the various 
amendments that the amendment that 
is in order that I will be presenting has 
been inadvertently mistaken in its 
terms. That review mistakenly sug­
gested that my amendment would limit 
the House Members to 3 terms, or 6 
years for Members of the House. 

This is an error. In fact my amend­
ment, like most others, sets a limit of 
6 terms or 12 years for the House. My 
amendment is identical to the McCol­
lum substitute, except for the fact that 
it allows States to set a shorter limit if 
they desire than those in the under­
lying resolution. It does nothing else. 
It is identical, except for the fact it al­
lows the States an option to go lower. 

For those reviews that have sug­
gested otherwise, they are in error. To­
day's Congressional Quarterly review is 
accurate in its description. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule and 
oppose the underlying bill, without the 
amendment. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] was 
correct in his analysis of the sub­
sti tute. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re­
quests for time, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time, and I move the pre­
vious question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu­

ant to House Resolution 47 and rule 
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x:xm, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider­
ation of the joint resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 2. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. HASTINGS] as 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole, and requests the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES] to as­
sume the Chair temporarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 2) proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United 
States with respect to the number of 
terms of office of Members of the Sen­
ate and the House of Representatives, 
with Mr. JONES (Chairman pro tem­
pore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule , the joint resolution is considered 
as having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CANADY] and the gen­
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] 
each will control 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CANADY]. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today for the second 
time in its history the House of Rep­
resentatives will debate and vote on 
the issue of limiting the terms of Mem­
bers of Congress. The first debate and 
vote on term limits occurred less than 
2 years ago, in March 1995. 

At that time, although a majority of 
the Members of the House voted in 
favor of the proposed amendment to 
the Constitution limiting the terms of 
Members of the House and Senate, the 
vote fell short of the two-thirds major­
ity required for proposing constitu­
tional amendments under article V of 
our Constitution. 

Today we renew the debate and at­
tempt once more to give the legisla­
tures of the States an opportunity to 
address this important issue. Since the 
House considered this issue in 1995, it 
has become clear beyond any doubt 
that amending the U.S. Constitution is 
the only means of enacting term limits 
for Members of Congress. The Supreme 
Court has struck down State-enacted 
measures to limit congressional terms, 
and made clear that nothing short of 
an amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
will be successful in establishing term 
limits. 

Some advocates of term limits have 
again focused their efforts on the State 
level. This last election, the voters of 
nine States adopted initiatives to re­
quire their Federal representatives to 
give their exclusive support to a 6-year 

term limit in the House and a 12-year 
term limit in the Senate, or face a no­
tation next to their name at the next 
election that the representative dis­
regarded voter instructions on term 
limits. 

Time and experience will dem­
onstrate whether this strategy is effec­
tive in advancing the term limits 
cause. While these initiatives have 
been criticized on various grounds, the 
Members of this House should neither 
scorn nor ignore these expressions of 
the will of the American people. The 
continuing grass roots effort in support 
of term limits shows that this is an 
issue that will not quietly fade away. 
In State after State, the American peo­
ple have spoken directly and unequivo­
cally in favor of term limits. That is 
why we are here today. 

It is clear that the voters want a sig­
nificant change in the structure of the 
Congress. They want representation, 
which is both more deliberative and 
more responsive to the interests of the 
Nation. In 1776, in his Thoughts on 
Government, John Adams wrote that 
" A representative assembly should be 
in miniature an exact portrait of the 
people at large. It should think, feel, 
reason, and act like them. " 

This concept of representation is at 
the heart of the movement for term 
limits. The American people want rep­
resentatives who think, feel, reason, 
and act like the American people. Does 
the current system produce a Congress 
that thinks, feels, reasons, and acts 
like the American people, or does it 
produce a Congress that in many re­
spects is insulated and isolated from 
the people? 

The American people are convinced 
that the current system does not 
produce the kind of representation that 
meets the standard articulated by 
Adams. The people are convinced that 
a limitation on the terms of Members 
of Congress is necessary to create an 
environment in which those they elect 
and send to Congress will continue to 
think and feel as the American people 
think and feel, and to reason and act as 
the American people reason and act. 

Congress has become too much like a 
permanent class of professional legisla­
tors who use the powers of the Federal 
Government to perpetuate their own 
careers. There are many incentives 
which combine to turn Members of 
Congress into career legislators. Term 
limits will break the power of en­
trenched incumbency. It will give us 
representatives who put serving the in­
terests of the people and advancing the 
good of the Nation ahead of perpet­
uating their own legislative careers. 
With term limits, Members of Congress 
will come to Washington with their 
eyes firmly set on the goal of working 
for the good of the Nation, rather than 
on the objective of permanently main­
taining themselves in office. 

Some argue that term limits will un­
dermine effective and responsible gov-

ernment, that term limits in effect will 
turn the Congress over to a gang of 
amateurs. 

I believe that these critics misunder­
stand the true meaning of representa­
tion in a democracy such as ours. Their 
arguments are eloquently refuted by 
Daniel Boorstin, historian and former 
librarian of Congress, in an essay enti­
tled " The Amateur Spirit and Its En­
emies. " 

The true leader is an amateur in the prop­
er, original sense of the word. The amateur, 
from the Latin word for love, does something 
for the love of it. He pursues his enterprise 
not for money, not to please the crowd, not 
for professional prestige or for assured pro­
motion and retirement at the end, but be­
cause he loves it. 

Aristocracies are governed by people born 
to govern, totalitarian societies by people 
who make ruling their profession, but our 
representative government must be led by 
people never born to govern, temporarily 
drawn from the community and sooner or 
later sent back home. 

Mr. Boorstin goes on to conclude, 
The more complex and gigantic our gov­

ernment, the more essential that the lay­
man's point of view have eloquent voices. 
The amateur spirit is a distinctive virtue of 
democracy. Every year, as professions and 
bureaucracies increase in power, it becomes 
more difficult, yet more urgent, to keep that 
spirit alive. 

By enacting term limits, we will be 
doing our part to keep alive this dis­
tinctive virtue of democracy. We will 
help make certain that those who come 
to Washington as representatives of 
the people will think, feel , reason, and 
act like the people, and that Congress 
is, in the words of Adams, " a portrait 
of the people at large. " 

That is what the people of this coun­
try want. That is the kind of system 
they yearn for. That is the kind of sys­
tem they deserve. 

As Members of this House, it is our 
responsibility to listen to the Amer­
ican people. This is their government. 
They pay the taxes. They fight the 
wars. How can we in good conscience 
turn a deaf ear to their demand for 
term limits? How can we ignore the un­
equivocal message that comes to us 
from all across this great land? 

How can we stand in the way of the 
change that overwhelming majorities 
have supported in State after State? 

The issue before this House today is 
this: Will we or will we not listen to 
the people of the United States? 

I urge my colleagues to listen to the 
people and to support the constitu­
tional amendment limiting congres­
sional terms. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Texas, Ms. SHEILA 
JACKSON-LEE, one of our more distin­
guished members on the Committee on 
the Judiciary, a future chairperson. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
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Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] for his per­
sistent defending of the Constitution. I 
appreciate the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CANADY] and his remarks on the 
value of this document that now has 
served this Nation for centuries as we 
move into the most highly cited new 
century, the 21st century. 

I happen to be from the thinking of 
the sacredness and preciousness of the 
document, albeit that I could argue 
now, standing in the well , that I and 
those who come from the representa­
tive community that has a racial defi­
nition was not recognized as a full 
human being by the Constitution in its 
makings. I then would probably be in 
good standing to reject this document 
called the Constitution, and say that it 
did not protect me in the first place. 

But I stand now in the well of the 
House as we all do, as an American, 
having great confidence in the under­
standing and intellect and the appre­
ciation that the American people have 
for the Constitution. 

0 1130 
I even cite quite frequently the Dec­

laration of Independence that says, in 
part, we all are created equal with cer­
tain inalienable rights of life and lib­
erty and the pursuit of happiness. 

I noted earlier that I was dis­
appointed that although the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] , raised and the 
Democrats raised the amendments that 
I thought would bring this matter clos­
er to the people, it was rejected by the 
majority and so my amendments deal­
ing with letting the States do it, pure 
States decision, no matter what limit 
they would have, was rejected and also 
to allow the people in a convention to 
vote on it was rejected. 

But now we have 11 amendments and 
a term limits amendment on the floor 
of the House, and it is characterized as 
allowing the people to speak. 

I would ask the question of the 11 
amendments and the term amendment, 
whether we could ever get any sort of 
consensus on any of them. That means 
the people will not speak because we 
have provided so much, we have had so 
many limitations. We have got any­
thing from 6- to 12-years to eliminating 
everyone in the U.S. Congress. And I 
know there are some who would look 
this evening on the 6:00 news and say, 
great, they have passed an amendment 
that would have everyone leaving the 
floor of the House and the Senate right 
now. They are termed out. 

I know, however, the body of the 
American people are wiser, far more 
sensible and far more appreciative of 
this democratic process than that. So 
in actuality, we have a mockery here 
today. None of these amendments 
would garner the majority of support 
of the American people. There is no 
documentation, no data. We have 50 
States. There are only nine States that 

have put in provisions that have sug­
gested they want to have term limits. 

What do term limits do? They take 
away the voice of the people. You take 
away the history and the under­
standing of the process. You take away 
the wisdom that is garnered by work­
ing and understanding the issues. You 
leave it to those who have no stake in 
the democratic process. 

I respect individuals who are in the 
hierarchy of the Federal Government 
who are unelected. I know they are 
public servants as well, but there is no 
affirmation year after year of them by 
the American public. So if you limit 
those who are then voted upon, those 
who are pro-life, those who are pro­
choice, they lose their voice. Those 
who want more of the environmental 
concerns and consideration versus 
those who heighten the property own­
ership issues lose their voice. Those 
who are proponents of social justice 
and want to rid us of the death penalty 
versus those who understand that vic­
tims have rights lose their voice. 

Term limits is, again, a frivolity. It 
is a blight on this democratic process. 
It is to reject that we have already had 
54 percent of those in the House of Rep­
resentatives alone change out. 

Sadly, though we have not come here 
to separate us, I always sit sometimes 
quietly and wonder, as this House be­
comes more diverse, African Americans 
and Hispanics and Asians and women, I 
would hate to think that there is a si­
lent commentary, now is the time to 
have term limits. Now is the time to 
throw the bums out. 

I want accountability. I want reason­
able campaign finance reform. I want 
ethics in government. I want a fair uti­
lization of your dollar. I want a rec­
ognition that we are here to do the 
people 's business. But I am saddened 
that we are taking the hours of the 
people 's business to talk about term 
limits when each of us have within our 
power and the people have to say it to 
us, you are termed out. We can person­
ally say it. Some Members have. I ap­
plaud them. That is their personal 
choice. And others have responded to 
the call of the public. 

I would not have taken this amount 
of time, Mr. Chairman, had it not been 
a serious issue for me. For whenever we 
tamper with the Constitution, a docu­
ment that has been admired by the 
world public as a hearty document, as 
a document of justice, I am concerned 
with the potential quagmire of lim­
iting the people 's right to select one 
person who has been good for them, 
who voices their concerns, who cap­
tures the history of this Nation, who 
are leaders like a Sam Rayburn or a 
Jack Brooks, Tip O'Neill, Speakers and 
others who have reflected on the dig­
nity of this House. When shame is 
brought upon this House, I would be 
the first to tell Members that we must 
rid ourselves of the shame. But term 

limits is a myth. It is a fraud. It is not 
democracy. It is carrying forth a polit­
ical promise. 

I implore my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle and others who believe 
that they are compelled to support this 
that, yes, I think they should vote your 
conscience. I certainly think they 
should vote the way they think the 
representative body should want them 
to do, but I would ask them in a mo­
ment of calmness, in a moment of 
thoughtfulness, to analyze the basic 
values of the Constitution of the 
United States of America. It is for me 
to allow the people to speak. 

I would hope that maybe I will have 
the opportunity to address that by sub­
mitting, again, my amendment that 
the States be allowed to do as they 
choose but only in the context of sup­
porting the fact that we in America be­
lieve in allowing the people to speak. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to House 
Joint Resolution 2; an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States limiting the terms 
of Members of Congress. 

As an elected Member of Congress, I, along 
with each member, took an oath to defend 
and protect the Constitution of the United 
States of America. This oath and commitment 
I do not take lightly, even if I alone must de­
fend the Constitution against the very people 
with whom I took that oath and with whom I 
stand today. 

The Constitution is a sacred document 
which must not be changed based on the re­
actionary whims of Congressional members. 
We are not above the Constitution, we are in­
cluded in the Constitution and each of us have 
sworn to serve as defenders and protectors of 
the Constitution. 

The issue of term limits is one that threat­
ens the power of the American people to exer­
cise a basic right granted by the Founding Fa­
thers of our great country-the right to vote for 
the representative of their choice. This resolu­
tion shatters the core principle of freedom and 
seeks to spoil a right that many sacrificed, 
fought and died for-the right to vote for 
whom they choose. 

Article I, sections 2 and 3 of the Constitu­
tion, outlines the requirements and terms of 
Members of Congress, which include qualifica­
tions of age, citizenship, and residency. 

Section 2 states that ''the House of Rep­
resentatives shall be composed of Members 
chosen every second year by the people of 
the several States * * *" This language of the 
Constitution is clear in that every 2 years, the 
people are to choose who will represent them, 
not current Members of Congress. 

Section 2 of the Constitution further states 
that "no person shall be a Representative who 
shall not have attained to the age of twenty­
five years, and been seven years a citizen of 
the United States, and who shall not, when 
elected, be an inhabitant of that State in which 
he shall be chosen." 

This language says nothing about the ability 
of current Members of Congress choosing 
who may not represent the people of a par­
ticular district by virtue of a Member's previous 
service. 

Additionally, section 3 of article I of the Con­
stitution states that ''the Senate of the United 
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States shall be composed of two Senators of 
each State chosen by the legislature thereof, 
for six years * * *;" but the American people, 
in choosing to adopt the 17th amendment, 
saw fit to reserve the power of who will rep­
resent the people in the Senate for them­
selves. 

The pertinent part of the 17th amendment 
states that ''the Senate of the United States 
shall be composed of two Senators from each 
State, elected by the people thereof, for six 
years.* * *" 

I submit to you that if the Founding Fathers 
and writers of our Constitution wanted to in­
clude a provision that limited the number of 
years that an individual could serve as a rep­
resentative of a group of constituents, they 
most certainly would have done so. However, 
they did not. We are wise to follow their wis­
dom. 

If passed, this amendment would only serve 
to severely limit the ability of voters across our 
country to take part in a process that is as old 
as the Constitution itself. 

I must state that as an African-American 
Member of Congress, I am rather skeptical of 
any effort to change or alter the ability of citi­
zens to vote for the Member of their choice. 
For members of the African-American commu­
nity are well aware of the dangers and con­
sequences of limited access and limited 
choices. 

Supporters of this resolution aver that term 
limits will first, decrease the influence that spe­
cial interest groups have on legislation; sec­
ond, allow for fresh ideas to be brought to 
Congress; and third, permit greater access to 
Members for constituents. 

Let me be the first to say that the constitu­
ents of the historic 18th Congressional Dis­
trict-the district of Barbara Jordan and Mick­
ey Leland-will always demand and share un­
limited access to their Congressperson and 
their congressional office. This office is not my 
office. It is the office of the people of the 18th 
Congressional District whom I have the privi­
lege of representing. 

The residents of the 18th Congressional 
District influence legislation each and every 
day. The office is inundated with letters and 
phone calls from our faithful constituents. 

I submit that the arguments of the sup­
porters of term limits are disingenuous. If 
Members were genuinely concerned about the 
undue influence on legislation that special in­
terest groups may have on particular Mem­
bers, they only have to listen more to the 
voices of their constituents and combine with 
our commitment to the greater good; this will 
solve any problem with the alleged negative 
impact of any special interest group. 

Furthermore, the supporters of this resolu­
tion should include a provision which makes 
prior service to the House of Representatives 
and election to office a factor when consid­
ering eligibility for future service. Currently, 
this resolution does not do that. It is prospec­
tive in nature and does not apply to Members 
of Congress retroactively. This is a sham to 
the American public. 

Additionally, a constitutional amendment lim­
iting the terms of congressional Members is 
duplicitous and redundant in nature. Currently, 
the American people may vote or not vote for 
whom they choose. They most recently made 

their choices known in the last election. This 
was accomplished by the people exercising 
their right already granted by the very Con­
stitution which some seek to unnecessarily 
amend. The will of the people was accom­
plished without an amendment to the Constitu­
tion. The voters spoke and America listened. 

I hope that we can all agree that the con­
stitutional decision of who should represent 
the residents of a particular district are the vot­
ers of that district, not those of us sitting here 
today. To suggest otherwise is to arrogantly 
place ourselves above the Constitution. 

We are wise to be wary of too much Gov­
ernment intrusion into the lives of our citizens. 
How arrogant would it be to say to the eligible 
voters of America that we know what is best 
for you when it comes to choosing who will 
represent you. Let us put an end to this non­
sense and get on with the business that the 
people of America sent us here to do. 

I am not in favor of deciding for the Amer­
ican people exactly who will be available to 
serve as a Member of Congress and who will 
not be by virtue of their previous service. 

This issue borders on the absurd. This reso­
lution has the effect of penalizing a Member 
because he has the experience of rep­
resenting the people of his district. 

Make no mistake. By seeking to limit the 
terms of the representatives of the people, you 
are actually limiting the will of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, allow me to make a simple 
analogy. Term limits equals forced terms. 

By offering this resolution, you are not only 
seeking to limit the terms of elected Rep­
resentatives. You are seeking to force the 
terms under which a citizen may vote for his 
or her representative. You are forcing citizens 
to accept terms and conditions that are unac­
ceptable. You are dictating to the voting popu­
lation that these are the terms by which we 
think you should elect someone else to rep­
resent your concerns in Congress. 

The voice of the American people is heard 
when the vote of the American people is cast. 
Let us not muffle the resounding voice of the 
American people by limiting the vote of the 
American people. I urge my colleagues to re­
ject this resolution. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield such time as he may con­
sume to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE], chairman of the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask my friends not to ask me to yield 
because I have a lot to say and a lim­
ited time within which to say it. 

The popularity of term limits is a 
measure of the low esteem our citizens 
have for politics and politicians. Some 
of my colleagues may think that is 
fine. I think it is dangerous. Of course 
the way we attack each other and the 
way we demean this institution in 
every campaign, it is no wonder we are 
held in contempt. But before we leap 
off the cliff, before we amend the Con­
stitution, we might give some passing 
deference to our Founding Fathers who 
over 200 years ago rejected term limits 
for Congress as they fashioned for us a 
representative democracy. 

I can remember the time when cyni­
cism was a pathology, not the rule, 

when it was an honor to be elected to 
public office. As our Nation hurtles for­
ward into an evermore complicated 
world, how self-destructive it is to jet­
tison our most capable leaders when we 
need their wisdom, we need their judg­
ment so terribly much. 

Freedom is always in crisis. America 
has need of its giants with their sense 
of the past and their vision of the fu­
ture. To adopt term limits is to play 
Russian roulette with the future. Since 
it is a constitutional amendment we 
are asked to adopt, it is reasonable to 
ask its proponents just what they 
want, what they seek to accomplish. 

Now it gets a little confusing, a little 
murky. One faction insists that Con­
gress is too remote and unresponsive 
and is more interested in reelection 
than in serving the people. We will call 
this the Bob Novak wing because he is 
its most zealous advocate. But the 
other faction, led by George Will, says 
we are too close, too responsive to the 
people, and term limits will put some 
needed constitutional distance between 
us and a too demanding constituency. I 
ask, which is it, fever or frostbite? Are 
we too distant or are we too close? 

It appears to me term limits sup­
porters are standing on two stools and 
as they separate, they are in danger of 
getting a constitutional hernia. It is a 
mighty strange rationale to amend our 
Constitution when its staunchest advo­
cates cannot agree on its consequences. 

Speaking of journalistic anomalies, 
syndicated, columnist and talk show 
celebrity Bob Novak also publishes a 
newsletter with his partner Rollie 
Evans. No one this side of the editorial 
page of the Wall Street Journal is more 
vigorously committed to term limits 
than Bob Novak. But I received in the 
mail the other day an advertisement 
for the Evans and Novak political re­
port and believe me, it is a symphony 
to experience. 

In fact on page 4 it makes a memo­
rable claim, and I quote: 

Between the two of us, Rowland Evans and 
I have been reporting on Washington and na­
tional politics for a combined total of 90 
years. 

I guess if you put their years of re­
porting end to end, they would have 
started when the senior Senator from 
South Carolina was 4 years old. 

Should we adopt a three-term limit 
version, enormous superclasses will 
enter the House in 6-year cycles and 
developing effective leaders will be a 
roll of the dice. A revolving door mem­
bership means a revolving door leader­
ship with no continuity, no stability, 
and certainly no historical memory. 

Imagine telling these statesmen they 
cannot serve any longer, their 6 years 
are up or their 12 years are up: John 
Quincy Adams, Henry Clay, Arthur 
Vandenberg, Everett Dirksen, Sam 
Ervin, Hubert Humphrey, Henry Scoop 
Jackson, Barry Goldwater, Bob Dole, 
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ROBERT BYRD, Bill Natcher, LEE HAM­
ILTON. Would we survive as a free Na­
tion as strong as we are without these 
people? 

Implicit in the argument for term 
limits is a premise that serving in Con­
gress is not a particularly difficult job. 
Scholars say that 200 years ago Tom 
Jefferson knew everything that was 
worth knowing. Well, today that is 
hardly possible. Just think of the range 
and the depth of knowledge necessary 
to deal with just a few of the issues 
that confront us: 

Electric power deregulation, a $208 
billion industry with countless com­
peting interests; States rights; monop­
oly power; environmental safety. No 
easy answers here. 

Well, Superfund reauthorization, 
plagued by litigation and delay; we 
need solutions regarding retroactive li­
ability; a stable and fair funding 
stream. An easy task? I do not think 
so. 

Encryption of electronic communica­
tions; reconciling the needs of com­
merce with the needs of defending this 
country from terrorists and law en­
forcement. Not too easy. Medicare and 
Social Security reform, the effect of 
the baby boom retirements on all our 
social insurance programs, ABM de­
fense, China, human rights versus trad­
ing with the most populous country in 
the world. 

I have not scratched the surface. But 
this is no place for amateurism. A Con­
gressman who makes a career of public 
service, who is willing to make the sac­
rifice and the commitment develops a 
record, a standard of comparison to be 
judged by from election to election, 
and he is accountable for the long-term 
consequences of his action. No hobbyist 
legislator, no part-time lame duck leg­
islator can share that kind of motiva­
tion. 

Term limits will encourage early 
exits. An attractive job offer comes 
along, you take it when it comes along 
because it might not be there when 
your term is up and you have to leave. 

Term limits will reduce competition 
for office. Why run this year when the 
seat will be vacant in 2 years? A sys­
tem that does not reward effectiveness 
and seniority will discourage the most 
capable, the very people we desperately 
need. Term limits diminishes the op­
portuni ties to develop strong ties with 
your constituencies, with your commu­
nities. It diminishes the incentives and 
the opportunities, and this is no virtue. 

Term limits hands off power to the 
bureaucrats, the lobbyists, the execu­
tives and the other body, thus debili­
tating democracy in this Chamber. 
Under term limits this Chamber will be 
peopled by young men and women 
starting their careers, plus the few 
older people who will lose nothing by 
serving a term or two in Congress. But 
missing will be those in mid-life who 
must give up careers in law or business 

for a career of public service. We need 
them all, the young, the old, and those 
in the prime of life. Such a rich and 
varied mix makes this place a real 
House of Representatives. 

When we amend the Constitution, we 
should expand liberty, not diminish it, 
not contract the voters' choice. This 
amendment is not conservative. It is 
reactionary. It echoes the 1960's theme, 
"never trust anybody over 30." 

The last time we debated this issue, 
we opponents were accused of arro­
gance, that we were the only ones who 
were qualified to govern. On the con­
trary, the beginning of wisdom is 
knowing how much you do not know. 
And if there is any arrogance here, it is 
among those who have no idea how dif­
ficult it is to draw the line between lib­
erty and order and would deny the vot­
ers the right to choose whom they will 
to help draw that line. 

D 1145 
In a very sad way, this amendment 

demeans public service as a corrupting 
influence. It reeks of cynicism and pes­
simism. 

Let me tell my colleagues a story. On 
March 15, 1783, in Newburgh, NY, some 
officers in the Revolutionary Army 
met to plot an insurrection. They were 
furious at an uncaring Congress, one 
that had not paid them or their hungry 
troops in a long time. 

Suddenly in their midst General 
Washington appeared and asked leave 
to address the group. Out of respect for 
him, they let him speak. At the end, 
Washington wanted to read a letter 
from a Congressman explaining why 
there were no funds to pay the troops. 

General Washington searched for his 
spectacles because he could not read 
the letter. When he found them, he 
said, "You will permit me to put on my 
spectacles, for I have grown blind in 
the service of my country." 

Now, there are no General Washing­
ton's among us, but there are a few 
whose long and faithful service de­
serves admiration and respect, not ob­
livion. 

Public service is like climbing a 
mountain. The view from halfway up is 
better than the view from the bottom. 
And the higher one climbs, the more 
the horizon expands, and near the top 
one can see sights one never knew ex­
isted. 

The right to vote is the heart and the 
soul, it is the essence of democracy. Do 
not artificially restrict the choices 
available to the voters on election day. 
If the consent of the governed means 
anything to my colleagues, then our 
task today is to defend the consent of 
the governed, not to assault it. Do not 
give up on democracy. Trust the peo­
ple. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

My colleagues, I think we have heard 
from one of the most thoughtful of our 

Members. The chairman of the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary sets an exam­
ple of the kind of comity that he talks 
about, because he has reported out a 
bill that he may not agree with. He has 
done it expeditiously and on time. He 
has neither incurred the wrath nor 
stimulated the rancor of any member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
I think that the RECORD should reflect 
it from those of us who serve on the 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK], the distin­
guished ranking member of the sub­
committee. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the ranking member 
for yielding me this time and I am hon­
ored to follow the chairman, who ap­
propriately discussed this issue in its 
philosophical context because we are 
talking here about as fundamental a 
question as can be addressed in the 
body of elected officials. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I made an error in my remarks. I re­
ferred to the senior Senator from 
South Dakota, whom I have no interest 
in mentioning, but I meant the senior 
Senator from South Carolina; and I 
wish to correct that in the RECORD. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, the 
gentleman is correct, and I think in 
the future just refer to him as the sen­
ior Senator from the Earth and that 
would probably make it clear to people 
to whom the gentleman is referring. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of 
lesser arguments that can be made on 
this which counter the arguments in 
favor. One argument has been, well, it 
is too hard to defeat incumbents. We 
know of course that that is simply no 
longer factually true. There was a pe­
riod in our politics when incumbents 
seemed to be hard to defeat. 

I was always puzzled by that argu­
ment, still am. We must be the only 
profession in the world in which an in­
dication that your employers are very 
satisfied with your work is taken as a 
sign that something is terribly wrong. 

If anyone in any other business main­
tains a good relationship with those 
who decide whether or not to continue 
to use the services, that is considered a 
good thing. A doctor, a lawyer, a gro­
cery store manager, a shoe repair per­
son, a teacher, anyone whose employ­
ers say, "Great job, keep at it," anyone 
to whom people keep returning for 
their custom is generally considered to 
be very good at their job. 

But in our case being approved of on 
a regular basis by those to whom we 
owe primary allegiance has been con­
sidered by some to be a bad sign. But 
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even by that, it seems to me a wholly 
flawed measure. The arguments for 
this amendment have decreased. Peo­
ple know how to throw out of office 
those who they do not feel are serving 
them well. Members here have been de­
feated, Members have been turned out. 

In fact, let us be very clear. The un­
derlying amendment here, the 12-year 
amendment, we will get back to this 
when we get the amendment from the 
dean of the House, the gentleman from 
Michigan, [Mr. DINGELL]. The unknown 
amendment which would add 14 years 
to what everybody now here serves 
would apply to less than 20 percent of 
the House. In fact, 12 years is already 
an upper limit for many, many Mem­
bers. 

We also heard the deficit argument. 
And the people said, well, the deficit 
was caused by all these people trying 
to get reelected. I will return to that 
argument because that is the core, it 
seems to me, of the flaw, namely that 
the people are a bad influence in this 
place and if we can somehow diminish 
their influence, we would be better off. 

But even that argument is flawed. 
There was a period in American history 
during the 1980's when conservatives, 
liberals, Republicans, and Democrats 
resolved their differences by agreeing 
to each other's deficit-enhancing pro­
posals. So we wound up with more do­
mestic spending, more military spend­
ing, with tax cuts, and the result was a 
ballooning of the deficit in which all 
parties were somehow complicit. 

But we have now seen a very drastic 
public shift. People are now driven to 
reduce that deficit by the very public 
influence that the proponents of this 
amendment want to kick out. It is the 
worst example of cultural lag seen in a 
long time because it builds on a tem­
porary period in American history. 

And it was, if we look at this, and I 
am sure historians will conclude this, 
the term-limit movement was a spe­
cific response to people frustrated not 
with the system of American govern­
ment but with the results that were 
being produced by that system at a 
particular period in history, and that is 
no longer there. 

But even if I did not agree on those 
two points, even if I did not agree that 
the amendment has been weakened on 
those two points, I would be fundamen­
tally opposed to this amendment be­
cause, as the gentleman from Illinois 
pointed out, this essentially seeks to 
alter democracy, to reduce the choices 
of the voters. It is at bottom a view, as 
the gentleman from Illinois has con­
sistently and courageously articulated, 
it is at bottom a view that says we can­
not trust the voters. 

The voters are, according to the pro­
ponents of this amendment, too easily 
seduced. The voters must be put in 
some kind of fetters. Because we leave 
to the voters of America, uncon­
strained, the choice every 2 years of 

who should represent them in the 
House of Representatives and every 6 
years who should represent them in the 
Senate, two fairly profound choices, 
and this amendment says leave to the 
unconstrained choice of the American 
people who they wish to have represent 
them every 2 years and every 6 years 
and the results will be bad. 

What else can that be but a negative 
judgment on the competence of the 
voters? What else is it but a notion 
that the voters are too easily bam­
boozled? We would be in a terrible situ­
ation if that were the case. 

We have a sad problem in parts of the 
world. Algeria was an example. What 
do we do when we bring democracy to 
a voting public and it votes to end de­
mocracy? That is a fundamental philo­
sophical problem for those of us who 
believe profoundly in democracy as a 
guarantor of the basic rights of human 
beings. 

We do not believe in democracy be­
cause it is fun to sit up on election 
night. We believe, given the inherent 
nature of human beings, when we give 
one set of human beings consistently 
power over another, we better give 
those over whom the power is offered 
some self-defense weapons, because 
people have a tendency to abuse power 
and wield it to their own interest. 

The ability to vote for or against 
them on a periodic basis is that funda­
mental guarantor, the nearest we can 
come, in this imperfect world, to fair­
ness on the part of the voters. 

So we get this amendment, which 
says that does not work, and let us re­
strict what the public can do. Let us 
tell the public that there is one set of 
choices they can make. 

And, by the way, people have said, 
well, what about the Presidency? First, 
I do think we can make a somewhat 
stronger argument for limiting an ex­
ecutive than a legislator, but I oppose 
both. 

In 1985 our former colleague, Mr. 
Vander Jagt, of Michigan, introduced a 
constitutional amendment to repeal 
the limiting amendment on the Presi­
dent. He wanted to allow Ronald 
Reagan to run for a third term. I co­
sponsored that amendment, although I 
will confess that if my colleagues 
polled me, I probably would have come 
out leaning against a third term for 
Mr. Reagan, but I thought democracy 
meant people had a right to do some­
thing even if I was not going to ap­
prove of the outcome, and I have con­
sistently supported a repeal of that. 

But there is even a stronger argu­
ment for doing this with a legislator. 
One might argue an executive accretes 
too much power. I do not agree that 
that is a reason to overcome democ­
racy, but it is an argument that cannot 
be made. There has not been a single 
legislator in the history of this country 
who can be deemed to have accumu­
lated the power in foreign policy, in 

committing troops to war, in appoint­
ing Federal judges that any President 
has if he is there for a year. There is a 
great disproportion. 

Indeed, that is another reason to be 
against this amendment. One is the 
constraint on democracy. The other is 
this amendment would do more to alter 
the balance in favor of the executive 
and against the legislature than any 
other single action we could take, with 
the possible exception of the legislative 
veto. 

And it is interesting, I read in The 
Hill this morning that some of the Re­
publicans who were all for the legisla­
tive veto are now worried about how it 
might enhance Bill Clinton's power too 
much and are thinking of ways to re­
strict the use of it. That is an entirely 
reasonable fear. But this one would en­
hance the executive even more. 

No one is proposing, nor would any­
one, I think, propose term limits for 
the bureaucracy. We certainly do not 
want to say that nuclear engineers, 
medical research supervisors, prosecu­
tors, other very important specialists 
in this Government, people who are ex­
pert in fission, people who are expert in 
foreign policy, no one is proposing that 
every 12 years they have to leave. 

I do not use the term "bureaucracy" 
in a negative sense. Some of my close 
relatives are bureaucrats. I have an 
enormous respect for those who work 
for this Federal Government because, 
in many cases, particularly in these 
areas of expertise, they are very, very 
talented people working for far less 
compensation than they would get in 
the private sector. 

We are lucky that we have lawyers 
willing to work as prosecutors for a 
small percentage of what they would 
get if they were out there in the pri­
vate sector. We are lucky there are 
dedicated scientists working purely to 
try to find ways to combat illnesses 
when they could make more in the pri­
vate sector. 

But one of the jobs that we have, as 
we all know, is to intervene on behalf 
of our constituents, whether they be 
individuals or municipalities or busi­
nesses or labor unions. We intervene on 
behalf of individuals when they have 
been unfairly treated. And there are no 
perfect institutions in this world. Bu­
reaucrats, as much as I admire them, 
will from time to time treat people un­
fairly. That happens to everybody. 

My ability to intervene on behalf of 
my constituents, my staff and I, is en­
hanced by the experience we have. I 
will tell my colleagues that now I am a 
better advocate for those in my con­
stituency who may have been treated 
unfairly than I was in my first and sec­
ond and third term. It may level off 
after a while, but if we adopt a 12-year 
term limit, and this is, of course, a 
fortiori if we do a 4-year or a 6-year 
term limit, we then have to figure 
most people will not serve up to the 
limit. 
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People will begin to see, as the gen­

tleman from Illinois pointed out, they 
will begin to see the term limit ap­
proaching and they will start taking 
alternative jobs. No one will wait until 
the minute they have to go out the 
door to do alternative planning. So 
they will start leaving. They will live 
for the private sector and other public 
jobs. The median service in this place 
will go down very substantially. 

What that will mean will be that the 
institutional memory in this city will 
be almost exclusively an executive 
branch institutional memory. We will 
have experienced, dedicated executive 
branch appointees and executive 
branch personnel dealing with rel­
atively inexperienced legislators and 
staff. 

I am not one who thinks this will 
help the legislative staff. Legislative 
staffs tend to go with the Members, 
particularly the personal staff, those 
who do a lot of the constituency inter­
vention work. We will greatly enhance 
the power of the executive, even a 
term-limited President. Because it is 
not the President's policies we are 
often dealing with when we intervene 
on behalf of our constituents, it is the 
ongoing bureaucracy, and a bureauc­
racy that must be ongoing in our inter­
est.Well-intentioned, the best bureauc­
racy in the world will make those mis­
takes. 

So two streams come together. First, 
this is an amendment that says the 
American experiment in giving the 
people unrestrained power to decide 
who should represent them every 2 
years was a mistake. That was not, of 
course, the experiment, as the gentle­
woman from Texas pointed out, of 1787. 

D 1200 
That did not become American prac­

tice until the 1920's. And in fact prob­
ably not even until the 1960's. It was 
not until after the passage of the Vot­
ing Rights Act and the other constitu­
tional amendments dealing with other 
restrictions until we got rid of literacy 
tests and poll taxes of a discriminatory 
kind. But we have had now in America, 
I believe, as unconstrained a democ­
racy as it is possible to have in a mod­
ern complex urban society. 

Can we not be proud of that? Can we 
not be proud of the fact that in Amer­
ica there are fewer formal restrictions 
on the ability of citizens to vote for 
their Representatives than I believe in 
any other society with which I am fa­
miliar. Have the results really been 
that bad? I do not think so. I think 
America still is a place of great envy in 
the world. We certainly still are from 
the immigration standpoint, from the 
problem that everybody wants to come 
here. 

Our economy, the state of our lib­
erty, all of us can find flaws, but all of 
us I think would acknowledge that 
they are in pretty good shape. And the 

mechanism for improving on them 
must be self-correction. I do not want 
to add further. Add term limits to the 
line-item veto and the first President 
to serve during that era of term limits 
with a line-item veto, I guarantee you 
will be the most powerful President in 
the history of the United States, be­
cause the legislature will have put one 
more shackle on itself and ended a two 
centuries old tradition in America of 
expanding the freedom of the voters. 
We did it with direct election of Sen­
ators, with doing away with property 
rights, with empowering African-Amer­
icans, with letting women vote, with 
reducing the vote to 18. 

With the exception of the 22d amend­
ment, which I think was obviously just 
fear of FDR coming back again, with 
that exception, every time we have 
amended the American Constitution 
regarding our system, we have ex­
panded democracy. This would be the 
most significant reactionary act, as 
the gentleman from Illinois correctly 
labeled it. 

Let us not tell the American people 
that we have decided after 200 plus 
years of successful and expanding de­
mocracy that the fundamental premise 
that we can trust the voters, uncon­
strained, to make the best decisions in 
their own interests was a mistake, and 
passing an amendment that so severely 
limits them, the most severe limita­
tion on the right of the voters to have 
been put forward in the history of this 
country. Do not undo the very proud 
democratic history of this country. Let 
us continue to be a beacon to the world 
of what representative government, 
electoral freedom, unconstrained, can 
produce. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for indulging me in the time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
LOBIONDO]. 

Mr. LoBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, one 
thing I wanted to start off with is I 
often hear where a great American, one 
of our Founding Fathers, is quoted in 
this great body of ours. We refer to him 
often, sometimes when it is more con­
venient than others, and that is Thom­
as Jefferson, who in 1787, soon after 
formulating our Constitution, this is 
what he had to say: "The second fea­
ture I dislike-about the new Constitu­
tion-and greatly dislike, is the aban­
donment in every instance of the ne­
cessity of rotation in office." 

This is Thomas Jefferson, one of the 
people we put a great deal of faith and 
trust in. Before I came to Congress, I 
believed in term limits and after hav­
ing served here for 2 years, I feel 
stronger than ever before that this is 
absolutely the right way to go. I think 
that term limits are needed so that we 
can maintain the energy level nec­
essary to keep up with what is nec­
essary to give 150 percent, and I think 

it is somewhat questionable if you can 
do that after 25 years, or less than 
that. 

I think it is necessary to make sure 
that Members stay in touch with their 
district, the real world. While this is 
where we work and vote, the real world 
is back in our districts. That is what 
we need to keep the link with. I think 
we need to make sure that Members 
stay rooted in what their constituents 
feel strongly about, what they feel pas­
sionately about, what is on their 
minds. In my belief, term limits will 
help us do that. Creating a healthy 
turnover among Members will make 
our Federal Government less respon­
sive to the needs of special interest 
groups and more responsive to the 
needs of everyday Americans that we 
are entrusted to represent. 

I do not imagine, and I cannot con­
ceive, that our Founding Fathers ever 
would have envisioned elected officials 
making a career out of politics. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Sco'I'T], a 
distinguished colleague of mine from 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the gen­
tleman from Illinois has outlined the 
reason why we have to have experience 
and the necessity of having experience 
and the value of democracy. We also 
have to look at the fact that people 
have already used their power to vote. 
There has been significant turnover in 
the House in the last few years. The 
voters have voted out old and young 
alike. They have discovered that some 
of the newer Members are totally out 
of touch, some of the more veteran 
Members are in fact more in touch and 
need to be returned, and they have 
used that power. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not 
trivialize the Constitution with amend­
ments that are not necessary. We have 
before us so many variations on that 
amendment that it is so clear that we 
have not studied this sufficiently to 
know which version is the correct 
version. In fact, we have not even de­
cided what the problem is. 

As the gentleman from Illinois indi­
cated, some have said that voters need 
to be closer to the people, that Con­
gressmen need to be closer to the peo­
ple. Others have said if this passes we 
will be further away from the people. It 
is like snake oil. Whatever you want, 
this will cure. 

We also have a question of how close 
legislators ought to be to special inter­
ests. In fact, in your first term, you are 
more beholden to special interests than 
you are when you have served a num­
ber of terms. That is because after you 
have established yourself, you can 
raise your own money and you can get 
your own votes without having to rely 
on the special interests. People want 
Congressmen to be more interested in 
the people's business. 
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As the gentleman from Massachu­

setts pointed out, when each Rep­
resentative comes and has to look to­
wards the next job instead of a career 
where you are required to attend to the 
people 's business, you will find that 
legislators as soon as they arrive will 
be looking towards that next job, many 
of which may be employed by the var­
ious special interests that we may be 
voting on their interests. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a situation in 
Congress where we are very conten­
tious and we want to improve the at­
mosphere in Congress. But if you think 
about that, are we more likely to be 
courteous to those that we are going to 
have to spend an indefinite amount of 
time with or those we know we will not 
see after next year? 

And then finally we find an interest 
to listen to the people. The people have 
expressed their interest in term limits, 
and we find this very resolution will 
overrule the specific expressions of 
many States who have said that 6-year 
term limits are preferable, not 12. So if 
we listen to the people, we should re­
ject House Joint Resolution 2 because 
it would not allow the shorter limit 
that people have spoken to. In fact , 
some States do not want term limits at 
all. We should have adopted as in order 
the amendment of the gentlewoman 
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] which 
would give the States the option if we 
are going to have any term limits at 
all. 

Mr. Chairman, we have not deter­
mined which version is appropriate. We 
have not even determined what prob­
lem we are trying to solve. Term limits 
may sound like a catchy idea, but the 
existing limits, called elections, are 
the best way to go. 

I ask Members to vote "no" on House 
Joint Resolution 2. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 7 minutes to the gen­
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. ING­
LIS]. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. I appreciate the opportunity 
to have this debate on the floor of the 
House today and to have this historic 
vote on term limits, the second in the 
history of the country. 

Let me start by thanking the chair­
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
who spoke very eloquently before, 
against term limits, but to thank 
HENRY HYDE for being willing to let 
this come through his committee and 
for being willing to let there be this de­
bate on the floor of the House so that 
the American people can hear the de­
bate and know that their voices are 
being heard. It speaks very well for the 
chairman to allow that to happen, and 
it also speaks well for the leadership of 
this House. 

Speaker GINGRICH promised that 
when we failed in the Contract With 
America to get enough votes to propose 

a constitutional amendment here in 
the House, he promised that this would 
be the first substantive vote of the new 
Congress if he were still Speaker. Here 
we are at the first substantive vote of 
this new Congress, promises made, 
promises kept, I very much appreciate 
the integrity of the leadership for see­
ing that happen. 

So with thanks to the leadership and 
thanks to Chairman HYDE for allowing 
this to come through the committee, I 
would start by saying, Mr. Chairman, 
that the issue of term limits is one 
that the American people understand 
to be the best reform we could bring to 
the institution of Congress. There has 
been a lot of discussion about whether 
we need term limits in order to get rid 
of experienced people. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary particularly spoke to 
that. I would differ slightly with that. 
I do not think that is really necessarily 
the goal of term limits, to throw out 
people with experience. Because in fact 
we have no objection in the term limits 
effort if HENRY HYDE wanted to run for 
President, I would be one of the first to 
sign on to the HENRY HYDE for Presi­
dent committee. We do not have a 
problem with that kind of experience. 

What we do have a problem with is a 
Congress made up of incumbents who 
are virtually safe in their House dis­
tricts, such that there is almost no way 
for them to be defeated. As evidence of 
that, let me present some statistics 
about the reelection rate of House in­
cumbents, starting in 1990. 

In 1990, of those incumbents who 
wanted to come back, in other words, 
some people retire, some people get in­
dicted, I suppose, some people do what­
ever and leave this House. But of those 
who wanted to come back, 96 percent 
came back in 1990. In 1992, the year 
that I came here, 88 percent of incum­
bents, those who stood for reelection, 
who wanted to come back to serve in 
the House, came back-88 percent rate 
of reelection. Then in 1994, the rate of 
reelection was 90 percent. That is in­
teresting, because a lot of people as­
sumed that in 1994 we had major 
change, significant change here in the 
House, and we did get some change. A 
lot of that change came from open 
seats. Very little change came from ac­
tual losses by incumbents to chal­
lengers-90 percent were reelected in 
1994. And in 1996 we were back up to a 
94-percent rate of reelection. In other 
words, 94 percent of us who wanted to 
come back, came back as a result of 
the 1996 election. 

This does not indicate that the 
American people are terribly satisfied, 
I do not think, however. Some would 
use these statistics to say, "Well, that 
is because they love me. That is why 
they keep sending me back." I do not 
think that is exactly it. I think it is 
mostly that there are tremendous ad­
vantages of incumbency. The biggest 

one is fundraising. Of course the way 
we have got the campaign finance sys­
tem set up, the PAC system rewards in­
cumbents. It protects incumbents from 
voters. It makes it so that incumbents 
become virtual shoo-ins for their re­
election. 

Some would say, therefore, that is an 
argument not for term limits, that is 
an argument for campaign finance re­
form. I would agree that it is a good ar­
gument for campaign finance reform, 
but even if we get campaign finance re­
form, and I certainly hope we do , there 
are still tremendous advantages to in­
cumbency. 

In 1992, I was one of these folks who 
was running in a challenge race. Dur­
ing the course of the 1992 campaign, 
just as a very small illustration of 
what I am talking about, about the 
other nonfundraising advantages of in­
cumbency. I was invited on precisely 
one plant tour. I got that one oppor­
tunity to tour a plant because one of 
my partners prevailed upon his client 
who owned the plant and begged my 
way in to tour his plant. One plant 
tour. Everybody that is a Member of 
Congress, I am sure, sitting here, has 
had the same experience. 

Now, as an incumbent, there is a list 
of people who would be happy to have 
me come tour their plant. Generally 
what happens is people sort of stop pro­
duction, they gather people around, 
and it turns into a town meeting. It is 
a wonderful opportunity for them, and 
a way to hear about their Government, 
and I appreciate that, and it really is a 
very valid thing about going there and 
doing the plant meeting and having 
that opportunity. But it is also a sig­
nificant advantage to incumbency, not 
just in fundraising but in these other 
things. 

Then when you consider the fact that 
you have the opportunity to be in the 
media quite frequently in your local 
district, the result is, particularly here 
in the House, significant advantages to 
incumbency. What we see is that Mem­
bers are able to create virtually safe 
seats in cozy House districts. 

D 1215 
Term limits would change that, and 

some would criticize and say, well, 
then in the term limit effort it would 
be inconsistent to allow, say, HENRY 
HYDE to run for President. I do not 
think so. I think that it would be won­
derful if the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] wanted to run for Presi­
dent; I would again sign on. 

Not many people in the term limit ef­
fort had much of an objection, for ex­
ample, to Governor Reagan running to 
be President Reagan. We do not lose 
the talent that everybody is talking 
about losing out of this body; we just 
redirect it. The talented Member of 
Congress can run for Governor, and the 
talented Senator can run for President, 
and between President and Governor 
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there are dozens of other positions for 
those folks to fill very capably and to 
continue making a contribution to 
public service. 

We do not want to discourage public 
service in term limits. What we want 
to do is bring in some fresh folks. 

Now of course the argument is that a 
clear majority of the people in this 
House have been here for less than the 
term limit that we are proposing, 
which the one that will get the most 
votes, of course, will be the 12-year pro­
posal. That may be true. But what we 
have to look at is the number of people 
in the senior positions in the Congress 
and have they been here longer than 
that term limit. The answer is "yes," 
they have been here. So while we get 
change in this body, it is typically at 
the lower levels of the body, not in the 
leadership roles. It is critical to get 
that kind of change even at the higher 
levels. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds, and I ask my distin­
guished colleague from South Carolina, 
who serves on the Committee on the 
Judiciary, has he considered the propo­
sition of self-limiting terms of Mem­
bers? I think he is an example of that. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen­
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I think that term limits, it 
is wonderful if somebody will apply the 
limit to themselves, but we need uni­
versal limits, I believe, across the 
board. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a growing list of people who are self­
limiting their term, and I do not say 
the gentleman started this, but there 
are others that are doing it. We might 
want to consider this in the mix of pro­
posals. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. WA'I"I'], a distin­
guished member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] for yielding 
time for this purpose and appreciate 
the opportunity to debate this impor­
tant issue. 

I believe in support of democracy of 
the people, by the people and for the 
people. 

Now we are going to hear some peo­
ple on the other side who will probably 
say they are the ones that are in sup­
port of democracy of the people, by the 
people and for the people, but I think 
we can make the only evaluation of 
that. 

I rise in opposition to this proposed 
amendment, and I plan to vote in oppo­
sition to all of the proposals that will 
come to the floor today. I think term 
limits, first of all, a bad idea, and I will 
run through quickly the reasons; a lot 

of those reasons have been mentioned 
here today. 

I think term limits would have the 
effect of turning our democracy over to 
the experienced staff people who staff 
the committees. Those people do not 
answer to any electorate out there, but 
they are going to be here regardless of 
whether I leave or do not leave, and 
they end up setting the policy. 

I think term limits significantly 
would alter the balance between the 
legislative and executive branch, and 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has ably 
talked about that; so, I think it is a 
bad idea for that reason. 

I think term limits would probably 
significantly reduce voter turnout, and 
I cannot prove this by any statistical 
study, but it just seems to me that we 
are already having trouble getting peo­
ple to turn out to vote. Limit terms to 
2 years or 4 years or 6 years; people 
have even less inducement to go out 
and vote because the person is going to 
be reelected for that period of time and 
they are going to be gone after that pe­
riod of time, so why bother to go out 
and vote? 

And contrary to the arguments that 
many of my supporters of this amend­
ment will assert, I think term limits 
have the effect of increasing the influ­
ence of special interests because the 
minute one gets elected to serve in this 
body they stop looking for a position 
to land in after they are no longer 
here, whether it is the U.S. Senate or 
whether it is some corporate position. I 
think it has the effect of increasing the 
influence of special interests. 

But those are my bad-idea reasons 
for being opposed to this amendment. I 
want to talk a little bit about the con­
stitutional aspects of this because I 
agree with the chairman of our com­
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE], who said that this proposal 
is not a conservative idea, it is a reac­
tionary idea, and I said that over and 
over again because many of my col­
leagues have heard me say on the floor 
that I actually think I am the most 
conservative Member of this body. I am 
the one who comes to the floor consist­
ently and fights for the Constitution of 
the United States as it is currently 
written, and as my conservative col­
leagues, who are always claiming to be 
conservative, who keep running these 
constitutional amendments at us: the 
term limits amendment, the balanced 
budget amendment, the line item veto 
amendment, the school prayer amend­
ment-this amendment, that amend­
ment-an unprecedented number of 
proposed amendments to the Constitu­
tion of the United States were offered 
in the last quote unquote conservative 
term of Congress by my conservative 
colleagues, this one perhaps is the 
most arrogant one of them. 

There is the sense of arrogance that 
goes with the notion, I think, on the 

part of my colleagues that they can do 
a better job of writing the Constitution 
than the Founding Fathers of this 
country did. They are smarter than 
Madison and the people who were writ­
ing the Constitution back at that time, 
even though this Constitution has sur­
vived all of these years and has worked 
so well for our democracy. The arro­
gance of these people is particularly 
evident in this proposed amendment, 
because we have got all kinds of dif­
ferent variations of it. We have got 
nine different proposals that we are 
going to vote on today to amend the 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

We got one that would give us 2-year 
terms and the senators two 6-year 
terms, the so-called Arkansas version. 
We have got one that they call the Col­
orado version. We have got one that 
they call the Idaho version. We got one 
they call the Missouri version. We have 
got a Nebraska version, a Nevada 
version, a South Dakota version, and 
all of these people are coming in here 
saying, I am the conservative. We even 
got a group out there, so-called term 
limits-what is that group, U.S. Term 
Limits-who is saying, "If you put any 
version of this bill on the ballot other 
than the version that I support, then 
we are going to write you up, and you 
are required to put something on the 
ballot to say you did not support my 
version of the term limits." 

That is arrogance. That is arrogance 
on the part of my colleagues who say, 
oh, no, I am conservative. If they got 
some conservative philosophy, at least 
it ought to be consistent. There ought 
not be 9 different versions of conserv­
atism, each one of which is parading 
itself in this body as being the conserv­
ative version. That is arrogance, my 
colleagues. 

Finally, let me caution us against 
this idea that we ought to be writing a 
Constitution based on polling informa­
tion. Let me caution us against that. 
For those of my colleagues who follow 
this body, they will remember that I 
was the person who came to the floor 
last term of Congress on a crime bill 
and offered the specific language of the 
fourth amendment as an amendment to 
the bill because my colleagues kept ar­
guing to me no, we are not altering the 
fourth amendment to the Constitution 
by doing this, we are not doing any­
thing. 

Well, I say what is wrong with the 
language of the fourth amendment? 
Why not support that? And it was my 
colleagues here who overwhelmingly 
voted down the specific provisions of 
the fourth amendment. 

In the context of preparing to offer 
that amendment, I did a little looking 
around, and I found that if we polled 
the American people, a substantial ma­
jority of them would say: I do not sup­
port the 1st amendment, the 2d amend­
ment, the 3d amendment, the 4th 
amendment, the 14th amendment, and 
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on and on and on. The Constitution was 
written as the framework for democ­
racy to withstand the kinds of attacks 
that evidenced themselves in popular 
polls. 

And in the testimony before our com­
mittee, in the testimony before the 
Committee on the Judiciary, I was just 
flabbergasted to hear an intellectual 
conservative come before our body, and 
I am not supposed to name names so I 
am not going to call the name, and say 
I support term limits because this pro­
vision is not relevant to today's soci­
ety. And I say, well now. Is the first 
amendment relevant to today's soci­
ety? Our debate has gotten shrill , our 
debate has gotten very partisan and 
mean-spirited in many cases. Does that 
mean we ought to rewrite the first 
amendment to the Constitution also? I 
guess not relevant to today's society. 

What about the fourth amendment to 
the Constitution? There is a lot of 
crime out there on the streets. Does 
that mean we ought to turn over to the 
Government and the police the author­
ity to kick in our doors, and search our 
homes, and tap our phones, in an un­
limited way? Maybe the fourth amend­
ment is not relevant to today's society. 

My colleagues, this framework was 
based on democracy and government of 
the people, by the people and for the 
people. It is the people who vote every 
2 years to send us back here or not send 
us back here. And the notion that we 
ought to say to them, " Oh no, we have 
got to distance ourselves from you, we 
do not want you to have this kind of 
influence in our system;" my col­
leagues, it is dangerous and counter­
democratic. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the principle of democracy and rep­
resentati ve government that says it is 
the people who control our democracy, 
allow the people to continue to speak. 
Do not restrict them. Please do not re­
stricted them. 

D 1230 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I was just 
wondering, in listening to the gen­
tleman about the right of the people to 
determine what may or may not go 
into the Constitution, how did the gen­
tleman feel , although he was not a 
Member of Congress at the time, nor 
was I--

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I suspect the gentleman is 
getting ready to ask me about some 
amendment. 

Mr. GEKAS. If I could just inquire, 
how did the gentleman feel about the 
limitation of the term of presidency to 
two terms? 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, we are 
not debating that. I was not here then. 

I probably would have voted against it 
if I had been here because I would have 
thought that it was a significant alter­
ation. But that is not what we are here 
to talk about today. I did not go back 
and vote then. I was not even a Mem­
ber of Congress then. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield further , in that 
case, like in any constitutional amend­
ment, we do defer to the right of the 
people to make that final judgment by 
the State legislatures that have to 
adopt the amendment. 

Mr. WA TT of North Carolina. I am 
sure that is true, and I am sure that is 
true of this amendment too. That does 
not defeat the purpose for which I rise 
today, and I hope my colleague does 
not think it does. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me time, and I hope my colleagues will 
listen to their chairman of the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary, in this case 
Chairman HYDE. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the constitutional amend­
ment for uniform national term limits: 
12 years for a Member of the House, 12 
years for a Member of the Senate. 

The only way to establish term limit 
parity among all States is to pass the 
amendment. The one we are voting on 
creates uniform national term limits, 
placing no State at a disadvantage. I 
am committed to that prospect. 

Some support a 6-year term limit for 
Members of the House, allowing Sen­
ators, however, to serve 12 years. They 
call it 3 terms versus 2, but it is 6 years 
and 12 years. That is lopsided. If Sen­
ators could serve twice as long in the 
Congress as Representatives could, it 
means more power for the Senate and 
less for the House. Is that what we 
want? 

Senators only face the voters once 
every 6 years. Members of the House 
face the voters once every 2 years. 
Which one is more responsive to the 
voters? 

We want uniform service by those 
who are most responsive, not placing 
them at a disadvantage by saying they 
can only serve twice as long. 

Now, some who promote term limits 
in fact are promoting a shift of power. 
We believe in the principle of term lim­
its. We have it on Presidents. We have 
it in State legislatures. We have it in 
city governments. We have it on many 
governors. The proposition has already 
been established in this country. It is 
dominantly supported by the people. 
The real and proper question is to ask, 
what is the right way to go about it? 

If the voters want to change a Presi­
dent, they can only do so every 4 years. 
If they wish to change a Senator, they 
can only do it once every 6 years. A 
Federal judge is there for a lifetime. A 
professional bureaucrat is there for 

who knows how long. A Member of the 
House serves every 2 years and is held 
accountable every 2 years. Why would 
we say we want them to be the weakest 
among all of the elected persons in 
Washington? It makes no sense. I sup­
port 12 and 12, uniform national term 
limits, and urge their adoption. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] , a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. SCIIlFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, term limits is a policy 
issue. There is not one single right an­
swer or wrong answer as to whether 
term limits should be adopted or not. 
It is a question of what policy do we 
wish for the Congress of the United 
States. 

There are a number of reasons in 
favor of passing term limits, and I be­
lieve that they have been and will con­
tinue to be adequately presented here. 
There are a number of reasons to op­
pose term limits, which again I think 
have been very well voiced here today 
and will continue to be. 

I am going to support the term limits 
amendment for this reason: I believe 
that we here in the Congress who are 
most affected by this decision should 
share this decision with the people of 
the United States through their legis­
latures. In other words, I can think of 
no reason why we should withhold this 
policy decision within the Congress. I 
believe that we should share it with 
the State legislatures by voting in 
favor of a constitutional amendment. 

The State legislatures then can adopt 
this amendment or not adopt this 
amendment, but that will be the final 
decision. The final decision is not made 
in the House of Representatives or in 
the other body, in the U.S. Congress. 

I have to say, however, I feel very 
strongly that if we are going to propose 
a constitutional amendment, we pro­
pose it on an equal basis for a number 
of years, whatever that number of 
years is, between the House and the 
other body. There is absolutely no real 
reason why the number of years that is 
a maximum cap on service should be 
different between the two Houses of 
Congress. That would serve to make 
only one House essentially more power­
ful than the other House, which is con­
trary to the intentions of the Framers 
of the Constitution, I believe. So I will 
vote against those amendments which 
propose to offer different maximums 
between the two Houses. 

I will, however, vote in favor of an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] which says 
the States may choose to do that if 
they want to for the delegations within 
their State. I will vote for the amend­
ment that says States may set a lesser 
amount of time within that State's del­
egation. Therefore, if they want to set, 
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for example, less time for the House 
than the Senate, they can do so. I 
think it is a bad idea, myself, but I 
think the States should have that au­
thority. 

Finally, I intend to support the Din­
gell-Barton amendment that will be of­
fered that says that the idea of term 
limits, the maximum time to be con­
sidered for term limits, is considered 
retroactively. In other words, it will 
apply to all of us in this Chamber 
today. If term limits is in fact a good 
enough idea that we support it or that 
we invite the States to support it, then 
it is a good idea to start immediately 
and not to start on some day in the fu­
ture. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM] and his bill, because it is 
uniform: 12 years for the House, 12 
years for the Senate. I would like to 
give my colleagues my views of some of 
the things that have been mentioned. 

Bureaucrats and term limits: The ar­
gument is if we rotate people through 
this body too quickly, we empower the 
bureaucratic side of government. My 
limited experience of 2 years tells me 
that the most cozy relationship in the 
world in Washington is senior bureau­
crats with senior people in Congress 
serving on committees, because one 
knows how to take care of the other, 
and the biggest fear most bureaucrats 
have is new people asking new ques­
tions. So I do not buy that one bit. 

What do the people think? I would 
challenge my colleagues to go out and 
ask people on the street, and they will 
find out that 70 percent of them sup­
port term limits in some fashion, but if 
we had a national referendum there 
would be no doubt in my mind that 
there would be overwhelming public 
support for term limits on this body. 
That does not mean the people who oc­
cupy the jobs are evil, it just means 
people paying the taxes want change in 
their government. 

What would that change be? It would 
fundamentally change the way we view 
our job in Congress. The issues of the 
day, like Social Security, Medicare, 
they are complicated but they are not 
beyond the grasp of everyday people to 
understand. 

I know why Social Security has a 
problem. We are borrowing money from 
the Social Security trust fund and 
spending it to run the Government and 
we need to stop it. I know why Medi­
care has grown 22 percent since 1980. It 
did not take me a career to figure that 
out. I am willing to do something 
about it, and I have not planned my 
life around staying up here. I want to 
do a good job while I am here, and I 

want to go home and be part of my 
community. 

I think term limits would change the 
Government for the better, undoubt­
edly so, and 70 percent of the public, if 
had a chance to vote on it, I think 
would agree with me and disagree with 
the opponents. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would inquire of the gentleman if he 
has heard about the concept of self­
limitation of terms that Members are 
beginning to impose upon themselves? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may respond, yes. And I have limited 
myself to 12 years because I think that 
is a reasonable period of time, sir. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen­
tleman. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. HULSHOF]. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, I have 
here in my hand a copy of the Con­
stitution, about which there has been 
much debate here today. I believe that 
the Founders created this document 
which outlined the principles by which 
we have been governed and continue to 
be governed, but they also provided, 
through article V, a means by which 
we can add to this document. 

That is why we are here today, to de­
termine whether, under article V, Con­
gress shall deem it necessary to enact 
term limits, and I am in favor of a con­
stitutional amendment subject to rati­
fication by the States. 

We are a government of the people, 
not a government of a select few. Our 
Founders fled the shores of England to 
come to this great country to escape a 
tyrannical leader and a government of 
elitists. 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, I am a 
newly elected Member here, and there 
has been some discussion about the 
word "arrogance." Let me give my col­
leagues an example of arrogance. 

During the waning weeks of the 1996 
campaign, the former Congressman 
from my district, a 10-term incumbent 
career politician, exhorted the voters 
in my district to repudiate my can­
didacy with the words, "a freshman 
cannot accomplish anything in Con­
gress". That arrogant attitude with 
which that statement was uttered is 
somewhat the same self-important at­
titude that is the subject of this debate 
and drives some in the opposition. 
They say we cannot trivialize the Con­
stitution, as I have heard mentioned. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a living docu­
ment, and it is time for us to enact the 
will of the people. Let the one among 
us who believes himself to be irreplace­
able in this Chamber, let him cast the 
first vote "no." But as for me, Mr. 
Chairman, I intend to enact the will of 
the people. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute and 15 seconds to in­
quire of my new freshman colleague, 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
HULSHOF], whose statement we wel­
come and whose presence we welcome 
to the Congress. Some arrogant career 
politicians said a freshman cannot ac­
complish anything in Congress. I pre­
sume that the gentleman has some­
thing to accomplish in this noble body, 
correct? 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, it will 
be incumbent upon me in the next cou­
ple of months to prove that declaration 
to be false, yes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, the people in Missouri 
believe the gentleman, that he can do 
it, and we will be watching and wait­
ing. 

Now, does the gentleman plan to im­
pose self limits on his term of office? 
How does the gentleman look at this, 
regardless of what the body does here 
today? 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, I have 
pledged to the people back home in the 
9th Congressional District that I do not 
intend to make a career out of politics. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, wait a minute. 
That is wonderful, but does the gen­
tleman plan to limit the number of 
terms he intends to serve? 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, I have 
made that statement public, yes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, can 
the gentleman divulge to us, just be­
tween us, how many he plans to serve? 

Mr. HULSHOF. Absolutely, I would 
be happy to. Of course that is depend­
ent upon the good people of my dis­
trict, but when I ran for this seat back 
in 1994 unsuccessfully. and again here 
in this last election, 12 and 12 as pro­
posed by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes and 15 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, our 
Constitution is a document that has 
stood the test of time for over 2 cen­
turies, and I think every person in this 
Chamber should admit that the Found­
ing Fathers got it right and vote down 
these term-limit amendments. 

The Founding Fathers established 
term limits when they wrote the Con­
stitution. They are called elections, to 
quote my friend and the chairman of 
the House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Mr. HYDE. Yet here we are today en­
gaged in this debate primarily because 
the majority of the American people, 
fueled by radio talk shows and poll­
sters, support limits. I believe their 
concerns are right, but their answer 
and their solution is wrong. 

We do need congressional turnover 
and fresh ideas, but we need those ideas 
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to be combined with the balance of ex­
perience and expertise. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a learning 
curve for every job and the same is 
true for Members of Congress. To im­
pose automatic term limits would 
greatly increase, and I think this is 
very important, greatly increase the 
power of paid congressional staff, lob­
byists, government bureaucrats, and I 
might add all of those other elected 
government regulators. The general 
public does not understand that. If 
they did, they would recognize how ill­
advised these automatic term limits 
really are. 

D 1245 
I do not have time to go into the re­

volving door syndrome, where Members 
would spend their time making sure 
they had a good, soft job with the spe­
cial interest groups they were working 
with when they were in Congress. After 
all, you have to have a job after you 
leave. I will not go into that. 

But I do say that the widespread pub­
lic concern should now be directed to 
campaign financing reform. I think 
what we need is the level playing field 
between Members and challengers, so 
the challengers can have the means 
whereby they can get their message 
out to the voters. 

The answer is genuine campaign fi­
nancing reform. We have that legisla­
tion before us, from Senators MCCAIN, 
FEINGOLD, the gentleman from Con­
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN] and 
myself. It is a bipartisan effort. 

Mr. Chairman, we do need reform, 
but term limits are not the solution. I 
say term limits, no; genuine campaign 
financing reform, yes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. COOK]. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, for years I 
have worked to make term limitation 
a reality. I launched and led the term­
limitation initiative drive in the State 
of Utah, because the people of the 
State of Utah, indeed the people of 
America, want term limits. I did not 
believe that we could get it through 
the legislature. I was very skeptical 
that we could get it through the Con­
gress of the United States. 

Quite honestly, I think with respect 
to this issue, the arrogance is reserved 
for those who absolutely insist they 
know better than the people, and 
refuse to listen to the will of the peo­
ple. I am supporting the McCollum 12-
year amendment, because I think that 
amendment is one that balances the 
importance of having experienced 
Members, but it stops where we run 
into the risk of having career politi­
cians. 

Mr. Chairman, I think George Wash­
ington set the example. When there 
was obvious near-unanimous consent 
for him to approach a third term, he 

stepped down because, he said, people 
needed that opportunity. 

Finally, I think we just simply have 
to realize as we work on legislation, as 
we propose it, and as we vote on it each 
day, that we need to feel that we have 
to go back and live under the laws that 
we helped create. I am strongly in sup­
port of the 12-year-term limitation 
amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, term 
limits is an idea whose time has come 
and gone. It is a feel-good constitu­
tional amendment that does not belong 
in that cherished document. Term lim­
its is a simplistic solution to the com­
plex challenge of making our Federal 
Government work more effectively. It 
is a bad idea, an idea that limits the 
rights of citizens to vote for or against 
whomever they choose. 

We all know this issue is going to be 
defeated today, so would it not be bet­
ter if we moved on to the issues that 
truly affect the daily lives of average 
working families in America, issues 
such as balancing the budget and wel­
fare reform and crime and education 
for their children, health care? 

How absurd and how dangerous it 
would be to have the Committee on Na­
tional Security, which oversees a $250 
billion annual budget and literally 
makes life and death decisions over the 
lives of young men and women in uni­
form serving this country, to have that 
committee arbitrarily chaired by 
someone who might have been in this 
House only 4 years. It just simply does 
not make sense, and it would not be 
right for our military personnel or for 
the future of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, the passage of an arbi­
trary term-limits amendment would 
create a Washington Mardi Gras for 
District of Columbia lobbyists, staff, 
and bureaucrats, people over whom av­
erage Americans have little or no con­
trol. The fact is, Americans are exer­
cising the concept of term limits envi­
sioned by our Founding Fathers. It is 
called voting. It is called an election. 

The fact is that over 60 percent of 
House Members in this body have been 
elected since 1990. Mr. Chairman, I re­
spect those who genuinely believe in 
term limits, but I hope the national 
media or someone might create a "hall 
of hypocrisy" for those who believe it 
should be a crime to serve in this Con­
gress for more than 6 or 12 years but 
they continue to serve here 7 or 13 or 20 
or 30 years. If someone truly believes it 
is morally wrong to serve here more 
than 6 or 12 years, then they should ex­
ercise the courage of their convictions 
and not serve one day longer than the 
term limit they vote for today. 

The fundamental question before us, 
Mr. Chairman, is whether in our de­
mocracy we should put trust in the 
citizen's right to vote. I choose to trust 

the people of this great country, and 
not some arbitrary feel-good, press-re­
lease, sound-bite constitutional amend­
ment that will do damage to the rights 
of the American citizens. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] , a member 
of the committee, for his courtesy in 
yielding to me first. I am about to go 
lead the House welcome for the Speak­
er of the Polish Parliament. 

Several years ago, my State twice 
passed term limits by large margins, 
only to have those actions invalidated 
by the courts. But the first legislative 
day after the voters of my home State 
expressed their support for term limits, 
I cosponsored legislation to institute a 
12-and-12 constitutional amendment to 
limit terms of service for the two 
houses of Congress. I think it is a close 
call whether or not it is in the national 
interest and necessary to institute 
term limits. Nevertheless, I bowed to 
the views of my constituents and the 
people of my State. 

However, it is very clear to this 
Member that I could support a con­
stitutional term limitation only if such 
limitations were in the form of an 
amendment to the Constitution so that 
the congressional delegations of all 
States would be equally affected, and if 
such limitations were reasonable in 
length and identical for both the House 
and Senate. 

The organization that is referred to 
as U.S. Term Limits has, with extraor­
dinary funding, largely out-of-State 
funding, and paid circulators who fre­
quently misinform voters, pushed their 
ridiculous legislation to require only a 
6-year term limit for Members of the 
House of Representatives, while pro­
viding for a 12-year limit on the Sen­
ate. 

This Member simply cannot in good 
conscience support such a 6-year term 
limit, as it is clearly contrary to the 
national interest. I might have a scar­
let letter next to my name on the bal­
lot next year. So be it. I am not going 
to vote against the national interest. I 
have never knowingly done it, and I am 
not going to start at this time. Despite 
such political threats as the proposed 
notation on the ballot, this Member 
will not do something that is damaging 
to the national interest. 

First, 6 years is a totally inadequate 
length of time for citizens elected to 
the House of Representatives to gain 
the maximum expertise in the legisla­
tive process in the House, and to gain 
sufficient experience to be more likely 
to consistently make informed deci­
sions that our Founding Fathers ex­
pected from the House of Representa­
tives. 

While over the years people have 
served in the House of Representatives 



2082 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 12, 1997 
for less than 6 years, it is foolhardy to 
expect the House to adequately per­
form its duties in this modern age 
when all representatives are limited to 
a maximum term limit of 6 years. Such 
an arrangement simply denies the 
country the crucial experience, good 
judgment, and informed action that 
our Nation and its citizens deserve. 
The House is now confronted by far 
more complex issues than in the early 
years of the Republic, and a 6-year 
term limit flies in the face of that in­
creasingly complex agenda. 

Second, providing a 6-year term limit 
for the House and a 12-year term limit 
for the Senate disturbs the delicate 
balance of power between the House 
and Senate, as established by our U.S. 
Constitution. The implications of this 
imbalance would probably only become 
apparent over a period of years, but it 
clearly will lead to an ever more seri­
ous erosion of power in the House of 
Representatives vis-a-vis the Senate. 
This Member has yet to hear one good 
argument for setting different limits 
on total years of service in the House 
and Senate. 

When one tampers with this delicate 
system, one shatters not only the bal­
ance of power between the House and 
Senate, but also the balance of power 
between the legislative, executive, and 
judicial branches of our Federal Gov­
ernment. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, a 6-year term 
limit, by reducing the experience and 
influence of elected Members of the 
House, will dramatically increase the 
power of nonelected congressional staff 
over the legislative process, not to 
mention special interests. While this 
Member would be the first to agree 
that the power of the nonelected con­
gressional staff is already an issue of 
concern, the 6-year term limit on the 
House will only compound that prob­
lem. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members to 
consider voting for only one approach, 
if any. That is the McCollum proposal 
for a 12-year limit on both houses of 
Congress. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS]. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I thank the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts for yielding time to me. 

A gimmick, Mr. Chairman; this 
Chamber is using our precious time on 
a gimmick. While schoolhouses are 
falling down around this country and 
the homeless are going without shelter 
and the infirm are going without prop­
er medical care, the House will spend 
its business today debating an amend­
ment to the Constitution that would 
limit the people's choice to who shall 
represent them. 

Do not just take my word for it, Mr. 
Chairman. We have the most imminent 
Americans over the past 220 years who 
have opposed plans such as the one we 

are debating today. Alexander Ham­
ilton made it clear that the proponents 
of term limits were shortsighted think­
ers. Term limits, Hamilton argued, 
could deprive the Nation of the experi­
ence and wisdom gained by an incum­
bent, perhaps just when that experi­
ence is needed most. 

Mr. Chairman, it is worth noting that 
much of the greatest legislation of our 
Nation's history was introduced and 
passed by Congresspersons late in their 
tenure as Members of Congress. Term 
limits would have unseated Daniel 
Webster and Henry Clay 10 years before 
they forged the 1850 compromise. John 
Sherman introduced his landmark 
Antitrust Act in his 29th year in Con­
gress. Paul Douglas introduced the 
Voting Rights Act in his 16th year in 
Congress, and the list goes on. 

I will continue further to enlighten 
our colleagues about the detriments of 
term limits, but we have already spent 
too much time discussing this unneces­
sary and thoughtless amendment. I 
urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

I close by quoting Robert Livingston, 
not our colleague, but a delegate to the 
New York State Convention to ratify 
the U.S. Constitution in 1788. 

He said: 
The people are the best judges of who 

ought to represent them. To dictate and con­
trol them, to tell them whom they shall not 
elect, is to abridge their natural rights. This 
is an absurd species of ostracism-a mode of 
prescribing eminent merit, and banishing 
from stations of trust those who have filled 
them with the greatest faithfulness. 

I suggest 60 percent has been the 
turnover. I say to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] and the rank­
ing member, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS], I want these 
Members to know that less than 5 per­
cent of all of the legislation we have 
passed in the last 6 years has come 
from those 60 percent. I defy the chair­
man and the ranking member to tell 
the people of America, and I will go 
look up their records, how much legis­
lation they passed in their first 6 years. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, during the last cam­
paign I engaged in a series of debates 
with my opponent, and during the final 
one, a question from the audience was 
the very one we are debating here 
today: How do the two candidates, the 
incumbent and the challenger, feel 
about term limits? 

Immediately, of course, the chal­
lenger indicated he was in favor of it. 
Surprisingly, the incumbent said that 
he supports term limits, and that the 
very fact that he was an incumbent 
and was in a campaign demonstrated 
that he was for term limits, because if 

the people of the district decided to do 
so, they could end the term of the in­
cumbent; namely, me. 

Then I went on to say that although 
I believe that already in the Constitu­
tion, by virtue of how we elect Mem­
bers to the House and to the Senate, 
there do appear unspoken term limits, 
nevertheless, I would vote for some 
version of term limits when I returned 
to the Congress if my term was not 
ended by the term limits of the 2-year 
campaign in which we were then en­
gaged. 

I did so, and I stated that assertion 
on the basis that I had conducted, my­
self, in my best informal way, a survey 
of my people to determine their over­
whelming sentiment, which it turned 
out to be was in favor of term limits. 

D 1300 
So I am caught in a dilemma. I say to 

them, you already have term limits 
and you can limit my term if you want 
to right now, but you indicate that you 
want term limits embedded in the Con­
stitution or somehow brought into the 
law of the land. 

So where are we? I have to allow my 
people back in the district to vote 
again on this issue, to have another 
voice. I will vote for the 12-year limita­
tion. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK]. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me. I just 
came from a telecommunications sub­
committee hearing. We are taking up 
the whole idea of spectrum, which to a 
lot of you may not sound like much, 
but it is the frequencies upon which we 
broadcast all our radios and our tele­
visions. 

We are moving in this day and age 
toward a digital high-definition tele­
vision which will enable everyone in 
this country to receive a movie quality 
picture at the same time they will have 
sound like you have never heard before. 
We had a great exhibition of that 
today. 

My point in all of this is that this 
discussion to move toward this new in­
dustry, which will render 250 million 
television sets in this Nation com­
pletely obsolete probably sometime 
over the next decade, began back in the 
1980's. And even though I had 24 years 
as a broadcaster before I came to this 
Congress, I had not dealt with the spe­
cifics of spectrum law. And so I am 
very dependent upon those Members 
who have served here, who have been 
through these debates so that they can 
help to guide me as to where we have 
been in this Nation and where we are 
headed. 

Likewise in matters of defense, I had 
a Member tell me that when he was on 
the Committee on National Security, 
he is retired now, but when he was here 
in Congress and on the Committee on 
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National Security, he said a general 
came up and talked about this very ex­
pensive weapons system and the need 
for this system. He said it sounded 
great. I was ready to vote for it, until 
a grizzled old veteran who had been 
here in Congress for 20 some years 
stood up and said, general, when you 
were here 10 years ago you were talk­
ing against that system. You wanted 
another system. What happened? 

My point is that we need institu­
tional memory and that memory must 
be the elected Members of Congress 
who are chosen by the people who live 
in their districts, not some phony balo­
ney rewrite of the Constitution because 
we want to dictate to Members of a 
congressional district who they can 
and cannot send to represent them in 
this Congress. 

I happen to live in a district in south­
western Pennsylvania where there were 
150-some-thousand industrial workers 
displaced. They decided after 10 years 
that they wanted to vote out one Dem­
ocrat and vote in another Democrat. 
The gentleman from Missouri was here 
a few moments ago. He spoke about the 
fact that he defeated a 10-term incum­
bent. That is amazing. The system 
works. 

The bottom line is that the 102d Con­
gress, this was the election held in 1990, 
saw 44 new congressional Representa­
tives elected to this institution. That 
is a 10-percent turnover rate. The 103d 
Congress, the election held back in 
1992, in which I came in, was one of the 
largest classes in the modern era; 110 
new Members came in, 25-percent turn­
over rate. The 104th Congress, 1994, saw 
86 new congressional Representatives 
and the very first time in 40 years the 
Republicans were in control of the 
House. The people of this Nation did 
that. That was a 20-percent turnover 
rate. 

The 105th Congress, 1996, saw 74 new 
Members of Congress being elected. 
That is a 17-percent turnover rate. 
Term limits at the ballot box are work­
ing. We do not need this amendment. 
Overall, of the 435 Members in this 
Congress who are serving in the 105th 
Congress, 315 of us have served 10 years 
or less. 

This is a waste of time. It is a fraud 
being perpetrated upon the American 
public. Member after Member gets up 
and says, well, the public wants this. 
When you constantly run and beat up 
this institution, the public does not 
have a good image of us. They do not 
undestand that we are people who have 
walked away in many instances from 
good law practices, my job in broad­
casting to come here to serve. I cannot 
guarantee you that my wife and I 
would have agreed 6 years ago or 5 
years ago to run such a campaign, to 
run a campaign for Congress if I knew 
that I could only be here for 6 years or 
8 years or 10 years or 12 years, rather. 
I do not know how long I will be here. 

I do not know how long the people of 
the Fourth District of Pennsylvania 
will send me back here. But that is be­
tween me and them. It should be so be­
tween the other 434 Members of this 
House and the people of their district. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 11/2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of term limits for 
Congress. They are necessary to rees­
tablish the citizen legislature, to bet­
ter respond to the needs of citizens in 
our community, and to end what has 
become an arrogance of incumbency by 
some who have turned public service in 
this body into a lifetime occupation. 

Being in Washington is not all it is 
cracked up to be, I can tell Members 
that. But it is vital that if Congress is 
going to serve the American people 
well, its Members not become stale and 
immune to the will of the people. 

Term limits do not limit the ability 
to serve the public in all manner of 
ways. By serving here, we can ensure 
Washington mindset does not become 
the law of the land. Term limits will 
embolden Members to deal with the 
difficult long-term issues like reforms 
of Medicare, Social Security, rather 
than wield them for their political ad­
vantage. This behavior serves neither 
the interest nor benefit of our constitu­
ents. 

Term limits, some contend, restrict 
the will of the public. The fact is, 
Americans across the country over­
whelmingly support limiting the num­
ber of terms a Member of Congress can 
serve. Already 23 States have enacted 
such limits on their legislators. The 
people have spoken. We must pass term 
limits so that Members of Congress 
will no longer be tempted to protect 
their political careers at the expenses 
of their constituents, or the Nation's, 
best interest. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. BOEH­
LERT]. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to term limits. 
Maybe I have spent too much time re­
viewing the thinking of Jam es Madison 
and Thomas Jefferson but I find the ar­
guments for term limits a bit hard to 
follow. 

Term-limit proponents say they are 
trying to strengthen democracy. Yet in 
limiting the voters' choices, they are 
exhibiting a profound distrust of de­
mocracy. Term-limit proponents say 
they are populists who are trying to re­
turn power to the people. Yet term lim­
its take away power from the people. 

Term-limit proponents say they are 
trying to make the Congress more re­
sponsive. Yet by forcing Members into 
lame-duck status, term limits elimi­
nate the greatest incentive to abide by 
the public's wishes. 

Term-limit proponents say they are 
trying to limit the power of special in-

terests. Yet by forcing Members to con­
sider their next job rather than concen­
trating on their present one, term lim­
its can only increase potential con­
flicts of interest. 

Term-limit proponents say they are 
trying to make the Congress a more ef­
fective institution. Yet by robbing the 
Congress of institutional memory and 
experience, term limits weaken Con­
gress and strengthen the role of less 
representative branches of Govern­
ment. 

Term-limit proponents say that the 
current system has failed us and has 
created an unchanging and unchange­
able Congress. Yet more than half of 
the Members of the House, here serving 
today, were elected in 1992 or later. 

The contradictions go on and on. 
Term limits are an attempt to solve a 
problem that does not exist. And they 
cannot conceivably accomplish what 
their proponents promise. That is why 
American leaders as far back as Madi­
son and Jefferson have rejected term 
limits. 

Let us show our faith in the Con­
stitution, the American people, and the 
democratic process. Government 
should expand our options, not limit 
our choices. I say reject term limits. 
Support the choice of the American 
people. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, may I inquire of the Chair con­
cerning the amount of time remaining 
on each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CANADY] has 131/2 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 
51/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this proposition. I am tempted to just 
follow the gentleman from Illinois, 
HENRY HYDE, and just say, me too, but 
I owe my constituents an explanation 
why I will not vote for a constitutional 
amendment to change the current 
limit of terms of service. 

Yes, there already is a term limit 
written into the Constitution. Article 
I, section 2 states that the House of 
Representatives shall be composed of 
Members chosen every second year by 
the people of the several States. After 
that 2-year term, the Member is offi­
cially retired. If, and only if, that 
Member is selected again by his or her 
constituents can that Member return 
to this august body. 

We all know the procedures and the 
process but it helps to be reminded 
from time to time. I appreciate the 
passion with which my Republican col­
leagues have fought for this amend­
ment. They believe that carrerism has 
ruined this House. I think we took care 
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of that and addressed it by limiting the 
terms of our Speaker and our chair­
men. That is appropriate. 

I agree that if Members of the House 
willfully ignore the wishes of the 
American people on issues that are im­
portant to the future of this Nation, 
they should be removed. But I submit 
that the system works. Sometimes 
slower than we like, sometimes messier 
than we would prefer, but the system 
works. 

Look at the success of the 104th Con­
gress. We showed that reform is pos­
sible, that change can happen, that the 
American people do have the ability to 
work their will. In the 105th Congress, 
we have 235 Members who have been 
here less than 3 terms. By my count 
that is a majority. 

The system works to give us new 
blood, new ideas and new enthusiasm, 
but it also provides us with the wisdom 
honed by experience. When Members 
like HENRY HYDE and JOHN MURTHA 
and JERRY SOLOMON and LEE HAMILTON 
share their insights, we would be un­
wise not to listen. 

Retiring Members of Congress for no 
other reason than an artificial time 
limit seems very shortsighted to me. In 
the final analysis, I believe we should 
have faith in the voters to do the right 
thing. Term limits takes the constitu­
tional choice away from the voters and 
in my view we could do no more dam­
age to the intent of our system of gov­
ernment. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. GoODLATTE]. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time and for his fine work on this 
legislation. I rise in strong support of 
the term limits amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

I have tremendous respect for the 
gentleman from Texas, the majority 
whip, but I would say to him and those 
who say that we do not need to do this 
because we can pass the internal re­
forms to accomplish this, yes, but how 
temporary in nature are they and how 
does that conflict with the very same 
argument that the opponents of a bal­
anced budget amendment, that we are 
going to take up in this Chamber very 
soon, offer, that we do not need a bal­
anced budget amendment. We can bal­
ance the budget anyway. Yes, we can 
and this Congress has shown the deter­
mination to do that, but how often has 
that occurred in the last several dec­
ades and how often has this Congress 
shown the determination to reform 
itself. 

Term limits brings about those re­
forms. More importantly, it does other 
things, too. It makes this body more 
deliberative. If you know you only 
have a certain amount of time here be­
fore your time will be done, you are 
going to focus more clearly and more 

enthusiastically and more forcefully on 
getting the job done rather than the 
way things work in most Congresses, 
which is, we can always put it off until 
tomorrow or next month or next year 
or the next Congress. Term limits lets 
Members know, if you are here to get 
something done for your constituents, 
you have got to do it and got to do it 
promptly. 

It alters the seniority system so 
badly needed to make sure that we do 
not elevate Members to positions of 
leadership and power in this Congress 
simply based upon how long they have 
been warming a seat but, rather, based 
upon merit and ability. And term lim­
its, again, focuses us on that job as 
well. 

Finally term limits creates a more 
level playing field for those Members 
who want to serve in this Congress by 
reducing the ultimate benefit that 
Members of Congress have, the benefit 
of incumbency in election. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
term limits amendment to the Con­
stitution and let us show the American 
people that we truly do know how to 
reform this Congress. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Today we have heard many of the 
Founding Fathers names invoked. Ear­
lier the name of George Washington 
was invoked. 

0 1315 
Now, Washington is looking down on 

the Chamber from his portrait there, 
and I think it is appropriate that we 
consider the example of George Wash­
ington as we deliberate on the issue of 
term limits. 

It was George Washington who estab­
lished the example for the Presidency 
of term limits. It was George Wash­
ington who, two centuries ago next 
month, left office as the first President 
of the United States. Now, if there was 
ever anyone in the history of our coun­
try who could accurately be called the 
indispensable man, it was George 
Washington, but he himself recognized 
that no one in public office is indispen­
sable. 

I would suggest that the Members of 
this body reflect on the example of 
George Washington, the example which 
he has set for leaving office and for 
limiting terms. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume to say to my colleague 
from Florida that I join in saying we 
should follow the example of George 
Washington, who did not advocate 
term limits for Members of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Ms. KILPATRICK], for our 
concluding remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentlewoman from Michigan 
[Ms. KILPATRICK] for 51h minutes. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding me 
this time and allowing me this oppor­
tunity. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to join the 
chorus of many of my colleagues who 
stand opposed to this amendment. As 
has been said before I arose today, by 
many Members who came before this 
forum and to this microphone, term 
limits denigrate people, the people of 
this country. We give the people the 
ability to make those decisions, and as 
has been seen by several Congresses, 
and here recently in the last 2 or 3 
years, the people do have the wisdom 
and the intelligence to make the cor­
rect choices in their elected Represent­
atives. 

I want to point out what might not 
have been said today, and that is that 
the legislative body of the three 
branches of Government is the avenue 
that the people have. They cannot get 
in on the executive, be it through the 
President or their Governor and the 
President, in this instance, and his de­
partment heads; through the judiciary 
they have less of an opportunity to 
participate in the Government. 

It is through the legislative body, to 
the House and the U.S. Senate, that 
the people can elect or not elect the 
Representatives of their choice and 
thereby let their voices be heard. So I 
think we do a horrible disadvantage 
and denigrate the responsibility and in­
telligence of the people of this country 
when we place a term limit for their 
elected officials. 

Additionally, I think it does not re­
ward the many Members who have 
served this institution, who have the 
institutional knowledge, and are able 
from that institutional knowledge and 
hard work to prepare, in a bipartisan 
way, the best public policy that our 
children need. 

I believe the November 5 election 
states more profoundly than anything 
we have heard that the people want 
this Congress to govern. They want us 
to talk about a "families first agenda" 
in a bipartisan way. They want us to 
talk about good jobs. They want us to 
talk about opportunity for their chil­
dren, security for our seniors. 

I believe if this amendment is de­
feated it would be in the best interest 
of this country. I believe that we allow 
the people to determine who their Rep­
resentatives are, and that they ask us 
to bring those issues that are most im­
portant to them. I contend, again, that 
those are jobs, they are education; it is 
environmental quality; it is oppor­
tunity for our children, security for 
our seniors. 

As a first-termer, I am a little dis­
heartened that we have not gone to 
those issues; that this is the first issue 
before the Congress. And I understand 
that the Speaker did make that prom­
ise and that it is here before us. But I 



February 12, 1997 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2085 
think people want adequate education. 
I think children want opportunity. I 
think it is good jobs this 105th Con­
gress must concern ourselves with. 

This amendment that would limit 
the terms of the Members of the Con­
gress, the Members of this Congress, is 
not a good one, and I would ask that 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
put aside this redundant policy. We 
have heard it over and over again, and 
we did have a vote in the 104th Con­
gress and it was defeated. I suspect 
today as we vote later on it will not re­
ceive the two-thirds majority as re­
quired by the Constitution. 

We have serious work in this 105th 
Congress, and I hope that we would get 
about it in a bipartisan way. Therefore, 
I raise my voice and my vote with oth­
ers who have spoken before me today 
to defeat this amendment and let us 
get to work in the 105th Congress. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, may I inquire concerning the 
amount of time remaining on each 
side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CANADY] has 81/2 min­
utes remaining; the time of the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] has expired. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] is recog­
nized for 8112 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly appreciate the opportunity to 
speak today on this amendment that I 
have authored, the underlying one, 
House Joint Resolution 2, to limit the 
terms of Members of the House and 
Senate to 12 years. It is an amendment 
proposal that garnered 227 votes in the 
last Congress, the first time in history 
we ever had a vote on the floor of the 
House on a constitutional amendment 
to limit terms. 

It reached in that vote a majority, a 
clear distinct majority, 218 is a major­
ity in this House, but it did not get the 
two-thirds required to pass a constitu­
tional amendment, the 290; and it has 
yet to see the light of day in a vote in 
the Senate, where it will take 67 votes, 
another super majority. 

In the last Congress it was, however, 
by far and away the constitutional 
amendment proposal for term limits 
that received the most votes, and I 
think will be clearly demonstrated 
today continues to have the most sup­
port and the best chance any time in 
the foreseeable future of receiving the 
290 votes it takes to pass a constitu­
tional amendment in this body and get 
it to the States for ratification. 

I think there are two basic reasons 
why those of us who are for term lim­
its, even if we dispute the number of 
years that there should be in those lim­
its, why we are for the term limits. 
Two critical reasons. 

The first is that I believe, and I think 
all of us do who support term limits, 
that it is time to end the careerism 
that exists and has existed in Congress 
for the last few years. By that I mean 
the tendency of too many of our Mem­
bers to tend to vote for every interest 
group that comes along because they 
want to get reelected. The desire is 
overwhelming in many cases to be re­
elected again and again and again. 

I think that syndicated columnist 
George Will said it best in his column 
that appears in the current issue of 
Newsweek magazine that is on the 
stands today, when he said: 

Term limits are a simple surgical 
Madisonian reform. By removing careerism, 
a relatively modern phenomenon as a motive 
for entering politics and for behavior in of­
fice, term limits can produce deliberative 
bodies disposed to think of the next genera­
tion rather than the next election. 

This is the argument favored by those who 
favor term limits not because of hostility to­
ward Congress but as an affectionate meas­
ure to restore Congress to its rightful role as 
the branch of government. 

It is true as well that there is a sec­
ond reason. In fact, there are several 
smaller reasons why term limits are 
important, but the second one is pretty 
darned important. That is because we 
can have all of the rotation we want in 
the numbers of Members here, three­
quarters of the body, somebody said, 
have turned over in the last couple of 
congressional elections, and we can 
still have the power vested in the 
hands of the few who do stay here and 
who are not term limited in any way. 
They are the committee chairmen, 
they are the powers in the leadership, 
they are the ones who control this 
place, and that is not right. 

We need term limits for the same 
reason that we need to end careerism 
and special interest considerations 
when it comes to those few Members 
who do stay here. 

Let there be no mistake, better than 
90 percent of those who seek reelection 
to the House of Representatives year 
after year after year are reelected. No 
amount of campaign finance reform 
will take away the inherent powers, 
that incumbents have to have an ad­
vantage in seeking reelection to this 
insti tu ti on. 

There are those who will say why do 
I not leave, or why do not some of the 
others of us lead by example and just 
walk away? Well, I will tell my col­
leagues that voluntary efforts to lead 
the term limits movement will not suc­
ceed because there will continue to be 
Members in those States who choose, 
who do not have term limits, to stay 
here and have the power and be the 
chairman. And, unfortunately, until we 
have term limits, if someone walks 
away in 5 or 6 years or whatever, they 
never have a chance to be chairman of 
the key committees of this body or to 
exercise those things that the members 
of their district and their constituency 

sent them here to exercise in many in­
stances. 

That is not to say a freshman cannot 
be influential, that is not to say legis­
lation cannot be passed, but it is to say 
as long as a seniority system of some 
sort exists, and it has historically in 
every legislative body and it will for 
the foreseeable future in this body, 
there will have to be a term limit in 
order to be able to be fair in that proc­
ess and, I think, to restore the basic in­
terest of this Government. 

Now, let me say that in addition to 
this, I am particularly concerned about 
what we are voting on in the next cou­
ple of hours with respect to the type of 
term limits that are out here. I have 
proposed limiting the terms in the 
House and Senate in an equal uniform 
fashion, 12 years in the House, 12 years 
in the Senate, six 2-year terms in the 
House, two 6-year terms in the Senate. 

The underlying premise of this is 
that the power of the two bodies should 
continue to be in balance. We do not 
want to see, and I do not think any­
body should see the imbalance that 
would result in a 6-year or an 8-year 
term in the House while we have 12 
years in the Senate, in conference com­
mittees and elsewhere. 

I also think if we are talking about 12 
versus 6 that we are talking about the 
lack of experience that some of the 
critics of term limits themselves talk 
about. It seems to me fundamentally, 
from having been here and the experi­
ence I have observed, that one needs to 
be here for several years before they 
are ready for being the chairman of 
some of the major committees, not any 
subcommittee. The gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CANADY], is chairman of a 
subcommittee now, just in his second 
term; I think may have been even in 
his first. But when we start talking 
about the longer overview of the Con­
gress and the leadership, I think that 
being here longer than 6 years is very 
important to the running of this body. 
Twelve years is an appropriate, fair 
length of time to limit both bodies to. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCOLL UM. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts, just for a 
moment, yes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I do not mean to accuse the 
gentleman of inconsistency in not leav­
ing, because he has articulated cor­
rectly that view of it, that we should 
not unilaterally disarm. But I would 
ask him this: 

He and I came here together 17 years 
ago. He points to the problems of ca­
reerism and undue vulnerability to spe­
cial interests if we are here too long. 
Has the gentleman himself succumbed 
to those problems? If not, what in his 
experience has allowed him to over­
come them? 

Because if these things hit us after 
we have been here for 12 years, have 
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they hit the gentleman? If not, can the 
gentleman tell the rest of us how to 
avoid those problems? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, re­
claiming my time, I want to believe 
they have not hit me. It is possible 
they have. But I would say there are 
exceptions to every rule. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK] and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. HYDE] are probably exam­
ples I would point to of people who 
have been here longer that may not 
have been hit with the afflictions I 
have described. But I believe the ge­
neric rule , the general order of things 
on average is that careerism does af­
flict all too many Members of Congress 
and it influences the vote, to vote for 
the interests that are required to get 
them reelected. 

I would be remiss in not commenting 
on why we are here today voting on so 
many variations on term limits. It 
would be far preferable to vote on a 
couple and be done with it, but we are 
voting on these multiple numbers be­
cause there is an internecine warfare 
going on between some of us who sup­
port term limits, and that is not 
healthy. 

Those of us who want to get to the 
end of this game and get the 290 votes 
necessary to send a constitutional 
amendment to the States should be be­
hind the one proposal, and that is the 
12-year proposal in the House and Sen­
ate, that has the chance of passage in 
this body, and work toward getting 
there either this Congress or the next. 

But U.S. Term Limits in particular 
has developed a strategy of opposing 
and proposing these initiatives around 
the States that has been very mis­
leading. They have gotten us to the 
point where there are several different 
variations, and they say that if we do 
not vote as a Member of Congress from 
one of those States for precisely their 
version of a 6-year limit, their version 
or none other, then we will get a scar­
let letter by our name that will say in 
the next election, "Disregarded or vio­
lated voter instruction on term lim­
its." 

Therefore, there will be Members of 
this body today who will not vote for 
the 12-year or 12 in both bodies that I 
have proposed, and will only vote for 
that peculiar little niche that has been 
carved out by their States. If we keep 
on this path, we will wind up with ini­
tiatives in several more States, cannot 
be in all of them because all States do 
not have initiatives, and there will be 
multiple choices that are here for us to 
vote on where Members will be locked 
in and feel compelled to vote only for 
their peculiar State's initiative 
version, and we will never get to term 
limits. We will be gridlocked and the 
people opposed to term limits will pre­
vail. 

That is what amazes me about this 
organization called U.S. Term Limits 

and why they cannot see that they are 
on a suicidal mission of destruction of 
the term limits cause by their efforts 
in this regard. I continue to be amazed 
by it. 

In Idaho alone, one of the States that 
has this initiative process, the text ran 
2,286 words. That is four pages of single 
spaced typewritten face. All that ap­
peared on the ballot was 207 words. The 
full text could only be acquired by spe­
cial request from the Secretary of 
State. Most importantly, the clever 
wording on the ballot, that is, the 
short title, read only "Initiative in­
structing candidates for State legisla­
ture and U.S. Congress to support con­
gressional term limits. Requires state­
ment indicating nonsupport on ballot. " 

It is a very broad statement anybody 
would support, and 70 percent of the 
American people do. It said nothing 
about 6 years. If U.S. Term Limits were 
sincere in their drive for the 6-year 
limit, and it is their way or none, they 
say, why did they not declare up front 
in the title of the initiative that it re­
quires support for only 6 years? 

I urge " no" votes on all these amend­
ments out here today. I urge my col­
leagues to vote not for some of these 
devious methods designed to defeat 
term limits, but to vote for the 12-year 
limit on both the House and Senate. 
That is the McCollum amendment. 
That is the underlying bill. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I personally 
have mixed feeling about term limits. The high 
rate of congressional turnover in the past 1 O 
years indicates that term limits are not really 
necessary. The votes have been doing a good 
job of limiting congressional careers the way it 
is. And I am concerned that term limits could 
reduce the congressional influence of small 
States like Kentucky. 

However, there is such widespread public 
support for the idea that I am willing to let the 
people work their will on the issue through the 
ratification process at the State level. For that 
reason, I did cosponsor, House Joint Resolu­
tion 2, the term limits resolution which limits 
service in the U.S. Senate to two terms or 12 
years and which limits service in the House of 
Representatives to six terms or 12 years. I do 
intend to vote for this version of term limits 
today and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this resolution because it is the fair­
est and most reasonable choice available to 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, article 1, section 2 of our 
Constitution reads, ''The House of Represent­
atives shall be composed of Members chosen 
by the People of the several States * * * " 

When the Founding Fathers drafted the doc­
ument that became the framework for our Na­
tion they had in mind one of the key principals 
of democracy, the peoples right to choose. 

I have listened to the debate on this issue, 
I have heard my colleagues decry, "let's give 
government back to the people * * * " and 
"let's put an end to career politicians * * *" 
Why don't we stop the rhetoric. If you want to 
give the Government back to the people we 
don't need term limits-we need campaign fi­
nance reform because democracy is its own 
best term limiter. 

The Founding Fathers rejected the concept 
of term limits and that is why term limits were 
not included in the Constitution. Their intention 
was to let democracy take its natural course. 
I agree with them and reject the concept of 
term limits. If we want fresh ideas and if we 
want to return the Government to the people, 
let's stop all of the rhetoric and put an end to 
the special interest money that pours into po­
litical campaigns and level the playing field 
with real campaign finance reform. Then we 
won't need term limits because the democratic 
process will work as the Founding Fathers in­
tended. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in firm opposition to term limits for 
Members of Congress. 

Since I was elected to Congress, I 
have been a leading advocate for con­
gressional reform. I have supported 
scheduling reform, cuts to committees 
and staff, and simplifying the oper­
ations of the House. But we do not need 
term limits to make changes in Con­
gress. 

The last three elections clearly dem­
onstrate the power of the ballot. Al­
most 80 percent of this body, including 
myself, was elected after 1990. Today, 
190 Members are serving their first or 
second terms. 

That is, 43 percent of the House has 
been elected since 1994. Why should we 
enact constitutionally imposed term 
limits when a near majority of this 
Chamber does not know what it was 
like to serve under democratic rule? 
Within my delegation alone, 7 of 10 
Members-including myself-have been 
elected to represent Indiana in the 
1990's. 

Mr. Chairman, real term limits are at 
the ballot box, and that is where they 
should stay. The people are the best 
judge of who ought to represent them 
and they can be trusted to choose their 
representatives without government 
stepping in to arbitrarily regulate 
their choice. We should not block the 
prerogative of the American people. 

It is unfortunate that term limits ig­
nore the need for experience in Con­
gress. Rather, they will ensure that 
unelected staff members will flourish 
in an environment where they are more 
seasoned than their employers-those 
who are directly and singularly ac­
countable to their constituents. 

Surely, we do not want to send the 
wrong message to our Nation's bright­
est and most qualified aspiring public 
servants who might be discouraged 
from serving their constituencies if 
firmly imposed term limits are in 
place. Certainly, we do not want to 
write this disincentive into our Con­
stitution. 

The future of this Nation depends on 
the integrity and caliber of the men 
and women leading it. Important and 
substantive areas of legislation rely on 
individuals with the wisdom and judg­
ment that comes only from experience. 
We cannot afford to disqualify those 
who are fit to handle the increasingly 
demanding tasks of elected office. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Founding Fathers 

used the same arguments against term 
limits during the Constitutional Con­
vention. In Federalist Paper No. 53, 
James Madison wrote that a few Mem­
bers of Congress will possess superior 
talents and will become masters of 
public business. The greater the pro­
portion of new Members, Madison 
wrote, " the more apt they will be to 
fall into the snares that may be laid for 
them." 

Similarly, Alexander Hamilton ar­
gued against the concept of delegate 
rotation in Federalist Paper No. 71, as­
serting that denying the citizen's right 
to choose their officials would " deprive 
the new government of experienced of­
ficials and reduce the incentives for po­
litical accountability." 

Certainly, term limits are not an ap­
propriate or effective solution to the 
problems facing our political system. 
They would undermine a cornerstone of 
our democracy-the right to vote. And 
for these reasons, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against the ensuing term limit 
proposals. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to House Joint Resolution 2, the 
term limits constitutional amendment. We can­
not and should not shirk our responsibility to 
act in the best interest of the American people 
by disrespecting the founding document of this 
Nation-the U.S. Constitution. This short­
sighted legislation will not only fail to ensure 
better representation of the American people 
in Congress, but will cruelly snatch from all 
Americans their ability to express their will 
through the ballot box. 

The bill before us today, the term limits con­
stitutional amendment, attempts to curtail the 
ability of the American public to choose their 
Representative. It also weakens this Republic 
by subverting some of the most important con­
stitutional principles that represent the founda­
tion of this Nation, the electoral process and 
representative government. Such an abdica­
tion of congressional responsibility will cer­
tainly undermine many of our most important 
efforts to enhance voting rights, civil rights, 
and our democratic system that is the envy of 
the wor1d. 

Mr. Speaker, the stated purpose of this leg­
islation is to amend the U.S. Constitution by 
imposing a lifetime limit of six terms-12 
years-of service and a lifetime limit on Sen­
ators of two terms-12 years-of service. The 
measure would be applied prospectively, with 
only elections and service occurring after the 
constitutional amendmenf s ratification. 

While I agree that Congress should continue 
to make significant strides to enhance service 
to the people we represent, this proposed 
measure goes well beyof!d the legitimate ob­
jective of making the Government more rep­
resentative. The power the American people 
have to select and elect Representatives to 
Congress has been granted exclusively to the 
people by the U.S. Constitution and should not 
be abridged. 

Mr. Speaker, a term limits amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution is unnecessary. The fact 
is, term limits already exist. Under the current 
Constitution the people already have the right 

to limit the term of anyone they elect to public 
office. Every 2 years each Member of the 
House must run for re-election. He or she 
must then be judged by the voters who elect­
ed them. It is then that the voters will deter­
mine whether to end that Representative's 
term of office or permit them to continue to 
serve. The imposition of this arbitrary term of 
12 years deprives voters of an elected official 
who has, in their opinion, served their best in­
terests well. 

Establishing an arbitrary 12-year length of 
service for Members of the House and Senate 
is contrary to the democratic principles upon 
which this Nation is based. So cherished by 
the American people is the right to vote and 
participate in our representative form of gov­
ernment that five historical constitutional 
amendments have been enacted by the Con­
gress to ensure that all Americans have the 
right to select their Representatives in Con­
gress. The 15th amendment, 1870, prohibited 
States from denying the right to vote on ac­
count of "race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude;" the 19th amendment, 1920, enfran­
chised women; the 24th amendment, 1964, 
banned poll taxes; the 26th amendment, 1971, 
directed States to allow qualified citizens who 
were age 18 or older to vote; and finally, the 
equal protection and due process clauses of 
the 14th amendment, 1868, came to be read 
as preventing States from enacting suffrage 
laws that conflict with fundamental principles 
of fairness, liberty, and self-government. 

Term limits will upset the delicate balance of 
powers crafted in the U.S. Constitution. In ad­
dition to taking power from the American peo­
ple the term limits constitutional amendment 
will transfer a significant portion of this con­
stitutional power to the President and the judi­
ciary. The weakening of Congress by arbi­
trarily prohibiting our most experienced legisla­
tors from serving this Nation in the Congress 
is unwise and tips the balance of powers 
against the legislature of this Nation. 

The great constitutional significance of the 
separation of powers cannot be questioned. In 
his famous Myers versus United States, 272 
U.S. 52, 1926, dissent, Justice Louis D. Bran­
deis said: 

The doctrine of the separation of powers 
was adopted by the Convention of 1787, not to 
promote efficiency but to preclude the exer­
cise of arbitrary power. The purpose was not 
to avoid friction, but, by means of the inevi­
table friction incident to the distribution of 
the governmental powers among three de­
partments, to save the people from autoc­
racy. 

Mr. Speaker, I must also stress that the 
benefits of term limits are greatly exaggerated. 
Without any term limit constitutional amend­
ment Congress receives regular transfusions 
of "new blood." If we look beyond the re-elec­
tion rates on a Congress-by-Congress basis, 
we see that over 60 percent of the current 
House Members were initially elected in 1990 
or later. If term limits of 12 years in the House 
and Senate were in place, nearly half of the 
current Congress would have been ineligible 
to serve when the 1 OSth Congress convened. 

The devaluation of experience in the Con­
gress would not only be ill advised, it would be 
irresponsible. We cannot and should not ex­
periment with the Constitution, Americans' 
right to vote, or the stability and security of 
this Nation to satisfy a campaign promise. 

I would also like to add that the historical 
record for term limitations is not supported by 
a review of constitutional history, either. It is 
clear that the Founding Fathers of this Nation 
believed that term limits were neither nec­
essary or appropriate, and those who did seek 
such limits expressed a belief that the Con­
stitution itself needed to be fundamentally 
changed also. 

This lack of historical support for term limita­
tions can also be found in the Founders' tran­
sition from the Articles of Confederation to the 
Constitution as we know it today. Although 
term limits were included in the Articles of 
Confederation, they were wisely specifically 
excluded by the Founders of this Nation from 
the Constitution. The historical record simply 
does not support the incorporation of term lim­
its into the U.S. Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is unsurpassed 
in its compromise of the people's right to rep­
resentative government and the balance of 
powers in our Nation. With very little oppor­
tunity for open hearing in the 1 OS th Congress, 
and with limited debate, this measure has 
been placed before us. A measure of this kind 
requires detailed analysis of the impact it may 
have on the American people, and the great­
est pillars of the American Republic: The vot­
ing franchise and the separation of powers­
but no such review has, or will, take place. In 
the current rush to force this bill through the 
House, the will of the American people and 
the Constitution I have sworn to uphold will 
certainly be compromised. I urge my col­
leagues to join with me and vote against this 
bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, ifs with great 
disappointment that we start the 1 OSth Con­
gress with an ill-conceived amendment to the 
Constitution to limit congressional terms. Term 
limits does nothing to create more jobs, noth­
ing to increase our standard of living, and 
nothing to clean up the campaign finance 
laws. If Republicans were really interested in 
dealing with the advantages of incumbency, 
we would be voting on campaign finance re­
form, not term limits, as the very first measure 
we consider this Congress. 

I don't believe the proponents are as eager 
to pass this measure as they would have us 
believe. Although many Members advocate 
term limits, they oppose applying the limits im­
mediately to themselves. As Chairman HYDE 
has so eloquently stated, this is like ''the fa­
mous prayer of St. Augustine who said, 'Dear 
God, make me pure, but not now." When 94-
year-old, 8-term Senator STROM THURMOND 
can claim to support term limits, you know we 
have a serious credibility gap on this issue 
within the Republican Party. 

And while this may be a radical idea, I con­
tinue to have faith in the scheme of Govern­
ment laid out in our Constitution when the 
Founding Fathers rejected term limits. Alex­
ander Hamilton got it right when he wrote term 
limits "would be a diminution of the induce­
ments to good behavior * * * [and deprive] 
the community of the advantages of * * * ex­
perience gained in office." 

I also continue to have faith in the funda­
mental good judgment of the American voters, 
who already have the power to impose term 
limits. Congressmen must face the voters 
every 2 years and Senators every 6 years. 
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Denying these voters the right to elect the per­
son they think best represents their interests 
turns the very principal of democracy on its 
head. 

I would also remind those who support term 
limits that the notion of a career Congress 
which they decry so vehemently is an absolute 
myth. Recent congressional turnover has been 
incredibly high, more than one-half of the cur­
rent Members of the House were elected with­
in the last 4 years. 

The best safeguard we have against ramp­
ant special interest abuse are Members who 
have been around long enough to know the 
ropes and know where the bodies are buried. 
If the voters understood that the effect of term 
limits would be massive transfer of power to 
congressional and executive branch staff as 
well as corporate and foreign lobbyist, they 
wouldn't be quite so enamored of the idea. 
Given a choice between an elected official be­
holden to the voters and an unelected bureau­
crat or lobbyist, I think the voters would prefer . 
to place their trust in the elected official every 
time. 

House Joint Resolution 2 trivializes the Con­
stitution and belittles those who would serve 
their country by belonging to this body. I urge 
the Members to oppose this short-sighted con­
stitutional amendment. 

I am attaching an article I have written re­
cently describing my concern with term limits 
and other proposed amendments to the Con­
stitution we are expected to vote on this Con­
gress. 

[From the Nation; Feb. 24, 1997] 
MAKE No AMENDS 

(By John Conyers, Jr.) 
The 105th Congress is expected to consider 

as many as seven separate constitutional 
amendments, including proposals to prohibit 
flag burning, provide for victims' rights, 
eliminate automatic birthright citizenship, 
balance the budget, require a supermajority 
vote to increase taxes, limit Congressional 
terms and permit school prayer. 

Amending the Constitution is the most se­
rious-and irreversible-action Congress can 
take. Before approving any constitutional 
revision, we should assure ourselves that the 
amendment is fully justified; will not have 
adverse, unintended consequences; is fully 
enforceable; and is consistent with our con­
stitutional values. Unfortunately, the 
amendments being considered in this Con­
gress are motivated more by partisan poli­
tics than by sound policy considerations. 

Advocates of a flag desecration amend­
ment cannot point to outbreak of disrespect 
for the flag warranting constitutional ac­
tion. Studies indicate that in all of American 
history, from the adoption of the U.S. flag in 
17TI through the Supreme Court's first flag 
desecration decision in 1989, there have been 
fewer than forty-five reported incidents of 
flag burning. By propounding a constitu­
tional amendment under these cir­
cumstances, we succeed only in trivializing 
the Constitution. 

Similarly, given that twenty-nine states 
have already amended their Constitutions to 
protect crime victims, there is no compelling 
justification for a federal victims' rights 
amendment. Although victims' rights groups 
argue that a constitutional remedy is nec­
essary to overcome a supposed conflict be­
tween these state laws and a defendant's 
right to due process, to date no federal appel­
late court has found such inconsistency to 
exist. 

Repealing the Fourteenth Amendment's 
birthright citizenship clause illustrates the 
problem of unintended consequences. Tying 
the citizenship status of children to their 
parents creates a permanent underclass of 
people having no national allegiance; those 
born in the United States would be unable to 
report legal abuses for fear of deportation. 
It's no wonder that in her last official speech 
as chairwoman of the Immigration Commis­
sion, the late Barbara Jordan declared, "To 
deny birthright citizenship would derail [the] 
engine of American liberty." 

Constitutional amendments requiring a 
balanced budget and two-thirds majority to 
increase taxes threaten to create constitu­
tional " rights" with no meaningful remedy. 
It's impossible to identify which branch of 
government, if any, would be empowered to 
enforce the amendments. The amendments' 
meaning is also opaque: Would they apply to 
bills reducing tax revenues in some years but 
increasing them in others? What's the mean­
ing of the supermajority tax amendment's 
exception for "de minimis" tax increases? 

The term limits amendment contradicts 
what is perhaps our most fundamental con­
stitutional principle: majority rule. There is 
little difference between forcing citizens to 
vote for a particular candidate and denying 
them the ability to vote for that same per­
son. Instead of giving us more responsive 
" citizen legislators," term limits are more 
likely to result in a transfer of power from 
elected representatives to unelected Con­
gressional staff, federal bureaucrats and cor­
porate lobbyists. 

Finally, the school prayer amendment di­
rectly undermines the First Amendment's 
establishment clause. Although the amend­
ment purports to prevent states from com­
pelling students to join in prayer, it 
wouldn't limit the authority of the schools 
or teachers themselves, who could begin 
every day with the delivery of a sectarian 
prayer before a captive audience of children. 
Any student gathering could become a com­
petitive ground for students to organize and 
protest their religious views, irreparably 
blurring the separation of church and state. 

Given these clear-cut policy problems, why 
is Congress contemplating the most far­
reaching constitutional overhaul since the 
very first Congress approved the Bill of 
Rights? Proponents can only fall back on a 
series of polls indicating public support for 
these dubious propositions. But the polls in­
evitably fail to highlight the many difficul­
ties inherent in the amendments. 

For example, support for a balanced budget 
amendment drops precipitously when the 
public is informed it will jeopardize our com­
mitment to Social Security. And flag burn­
ing and school prayer amendments are far 
less popular when voters realize they would 
result in a first-ever modification of the 
First Amendment. At a time when a major­
ity of the public believes Newt Gingrich 
should step down as Speaker, polls would 
seem to be a thin reed to justify these rad­
ical constitutional changes. 

Bumper-sticker politics aside, now is not 
the time to substitute poll-driven constitu­
tional amendments for serious legislative de­
liberation. Nothing in any of the amend­
ments being considered in this Congress 
would create a single job, prevent a single 
crime, educate a single child or clean up a 
single environmental waste site. The Con­
stitution has provided us with the most en­
during and successful democracy in history, 
and unless we're absolutely convinced of the 
need for change, we ought to give our cur­
rent political system the benefit of the 
doubt. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, due to 
a family emergency, I am forced to return 
home to Alaska. During my absence the 
House will again take up the important issue 
of term limits. On two occasions, Alaskan vot­
ers voiced and voted their support for term 
limits. In the November 1996 election, a ma­
jority of Alaskan voters passed a ballot initia­
tive requiring Congress and the State legisla­
ture to support a very specific term limit meas­
ure. 

In response to previous calls for term limits 
by Alaskans, I supported a term limits amend­
ment to the Constitution when it came to the 
House floor in the 104th Congress. House 
Joint Resolution 73, offered by Congressman 
MCCOLLUM would have limited congressional 
term limits. I followed the wishes of my fellow 
Alaskans by supporting House Joint Resolu­
tion 73. I had planned to again follow the 
wishes of my constituents by supporting a 
term limits proposal this week. However, due 
to this family emergency, I will be at home in 
Alaska when this vote takes place. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to any attempt to limit the terms of 
Members of Congress. Some of the most well­
meaning, thoughtful, and patriotic individuals 
of our day are strongly in support of term lim­
its, inside and outside of this body. We are re­
minded that some polls tell us a majority of 
our fellow citizens, at least in principle, support 
term limits. 

Nevertheless, it is our responsibility, as 
guardians of the people's liberties, to oppose 
such undemocratic and self-destructive steps 
backward. 

I believe that the concept of limiting the 
number of terms that elected officials may 
serve is against the spirit and intent of our 
form of Government. Our Founding Fathers 
debated the issue of including term limits in 
our original Constitution, but rejected the idea 
as undemocratic. It is just as undemocratic 
now as it was 21 O years ago. 

American history bears out the wisdom of 
that decision at our constitutional convention. 
Some of the giants during the formulative 
years of our Republic devoted their lives to 
public service because they were not encum­
bered by term limitations. Henry Clay, except­
ing those periods that he served in the cabi­
net, served in both Houses of Congress from 
1810 until his death in 1852-a period of over 
40 years. Daniel Webster, Thomas Hart Ben­
ton, and John Quincy Adams are just a few 
other great Americans whose greatest con­
tributions would have been lost to all of us had 
they been forced to retire due to term limits. 

Most people would agree that excluding 
women, blacks, Jews, or Catholics from the 
right to seek office would be unacceptable. 
Wouldn't disqualifying Americans from seeking 
office simply because they were previously 
elected equally discriminatory? Term limits 
also discriminate against citizens who wish to 
vote for whoever they choose. 

Supporters of term limits contend that such 
an innovation would make elected officials 
less concerned about the wishes of the peo­
ple. I believe that this would be highly undesir­
able and contrary to our form of government. 
The House of Representatives is supposed to 
be Representative-the people's house. Con­
versely, public officials would be far more like­
ly to cater to special interests-and potential 
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employers-if they did not have to worry about 
justifying their actions and votes to their con­
stituency. Experience in office helps legislators 
to discern self-serving arguments of special in­
terests as well as the validity of constituent 
concerns. Bureaucrats, the unelected arm of 
the government, would become even more 
powerful and arrogant, knowing full well that 
they would still be around after the limit of 
those elected to represent the people is 
passed. 

It seems to me that those who argue in 
favor of term limits believe in the proposition 
that the American people are simply not smart 
enough to determine when an elected official 
has outlived his or her usefulness, or to deter­
mine when an official has ceased to be rep­
resentative. 

I strongly believe that this is not the case, 
as evidenced by the Members of Congress 
who were defeated, not just in last year's elec­
tions but in every election, in many cases by 
challengers who spent far less money than 
they. I continue to believe that, in the vast ma­
jority of cases, the people know perfectly well 
what is best for them and are fully competent 
to act accordingly. 

Some contend that more outstanding can­
didates could be recruited if term limits were 
put into effect. I believe the opposite is true. 
I have been opposed in each and every elec­
tion in which I was a candidate since I first en­
tered public Life. However, what would be the 
point in opposing an incumbent if his or her 
terms were limited? It would be difficult to re­
cruit outstanding candidates to run for limited 
terms, and why bother running against Demo­
crats if you know their days are numbered? 
More likely, all incumbents would be unop­
posed until their limit is reached. 

I believe that the issues brought up during 
the course of a campaign debate are an es­
sential part of representative government and 
that limiting terms would discourage, rather 
than encourage, new people from participating 
in these campaigns. I also question how many 
outstanding persons would be willing to give 
up their career to run for public office if they 
are aware that their term in public life would 
be limited. 

The need for term limits to bring new blood 
into public life is a bogus argument. In fact, 
less than 20 percent of today's Congress has 
been serving for more than 1 O years, and less 
than 1 O percent for more than 20. Would you 
invest in a company whose executive board 
had that great a turnover? wouldn't you con­
sider that experience counts? 

Over 40 years ago, a constitutional amend­
ment was ratified which limited our President 
to 2 terms. many of the same arguments used 
in favor of term limitations today were used 
then to support limiting a President to two 
terms. It was contended that limiting terms 
would free our Presidents from political con­
cerns and decrease the influence of special in­
terest groups. 

After 40 years of experience, can anyone 
honestly argue that President Eisenhower, 
President Reagan, or President Nixon per­
formed better in their second term than in their 
first? Remember that it was in Reagan's sec­
ond term that the I ran-Contra scandal took 
place, and it was in Nixon's second term that 
he was forced to resign under threat of im-

peachment. Incidentally, prior to his retire­
ment, President Reagan stated that he had 
come to the conclusion that the 22d amend­
ment was a mistake; not because he coveted 
a third term for himself, but because he had 
come to the conclusion that the people should 
have the right to choose whether or not to re­
tire a President on election day. 

Personally, I am gravely concerned that the 
day may come when our Nation is in the midst 
of a dire emergency and we may find our­
selves forced to change Presidents at an inap­
propriate time. I believe that the 22d amend­
ment to the Constitution, limiting Presidents to 
two terms, should be abolished. 

With over half the electorate sitting at home 
on election day, I believe we should be more 
concerned about educating and encouraging 
the public to vote intelligently and putting into 
effect genuine election reform to encourage 
more qualified people to become involved in 
the political process, to participate in primary 
elections, and to make informed intelligent de­
cisions on election day. Then we wouldn't 
need any artificial reforms like term limitations 
to do the job. 

Today, we are being asked to tum back the 
clock on 21 O years of progress. After 2 cen­
turies of expanding the electorate and the 
rights of citizens, these amendments being 
proposed would restrict the rights of Ameri­
cans to make free and open choices regarding 
their representatives, and which would absolve 
them of the responsibility of remaining alert 
and active. 

Mr. Speaker, term limits are more than just 
a bad idea. They are a threat to our great sys­
tem of a representative government. Let us re­
ject these amendments and get on with the 
business of governing. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of a constitutional amendment to es­
tablish congressional term limits. I have been 
a long-time advocate for term limits, in fact, 
long before the movement became popular. I 
would also like to mention a word of apprecia­
tion for perhaps the most effective voice for 
term limits in this Chamber, my friend from 
Florida, BILL MCCOLLUM. BILL has been a lead­
er of the modem-day effort to limit terms of 
service for Members of Congress. 

In 1985, I introduced my first proposed 
amendment to limit congressional service to 6 
years in the House and 6 years in the Senate 
and I reintroduced that proposal biennially 
through the 104th Congress. I know that some 
other popular term limit proposals promote a 
6-year limit, but I believe that it is important to 
maintain an equal number of years of service 
in both Houses of Congress, lest the other 
body gain an inordinate amount of power. 
However, during consideration of term limits in 
the last Congress, my version was not made 
in order by the Committee on Rules. Given 
that fact, and the number of proposals by 
members of the committee with jurisdiction, I 
decided not to reintroduce my term limits pro­
posal this year. 

The proliferation of term limit constitutional 
amendment proposals, combined with the 
many State initiatives, has certainly not made 
for a uniformly-applied term limits proposal. 
We can end the debate on the best way to 
enact term limits by marshaling all of our re­
sources to pass a constitutional amendment. 

I appreciate that honest men will have legiti­
mate differences on this issue. Some of our 
colleagues oppose term limits. However, the 
tack of success of term limits is not the result 
of the battle with term limit opponents. In­
stead, the fratricidal battles among term limit 
supporters have prevented the success of the 
cause. Sadly, it has been the actions of one 
term limits group in particular, US Term Limits, 
which, through their stubborn and often irra­
tional attacks on term limit supporters, have 
done significant harm to the movement. In­
deed, given the fact that we could not gain a 
two-thirds majority in the last Congress, it 
made no sense for this group to vilify term lim­
its supporters, when it was more important to 
gain more supporters. 

While I have preferred the 6 and 6 proposal, 
I voted for many different versions of term lim­
its last year. I believe that the goal should be 
to gain the necessary majority in support of 
some form of term limits whether it is the one 
I prefer or not. The consensus version may 
not be the favorite of all supporters, however, 
even a 12-year limit is obviously better than 
current law. 

In closing, I urge my colleagues to support 
House Joint Resolution 2 so that the States 
may debate and ratify this proposed amend­
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule , the joint reso-
1 ution is considered read for amend­
ment under the 5-minute rule. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 2 
is as follows: 

H.J. RES. 2 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thi rds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years after the date of its sub­
mission for ratification: 

''ARTICLE--

" SECTION 1. No person who has been elected 
for a full term to the Senate two times shall 
be eligible for election or appointment to the 
Senate. No person who has been elected for a 
full term to the House of Representatives six 
times shall be eligible for election to the 
House of Representatives. 

"SECTION 2. No person who has served as a 
Senator for more than three years of a term 
to which some other person was elected shall 
subsequently be eligible for election to the 
Senate more than once. No person who has 
served as a Representative for more than one 
year shall subsequently be eligible for elec­
tion to the House of Representatives more 
than five times. 

'' SECTION 3. This article shall be inoper­
ative unless it shall have been ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of 
its submission to the States by the Congress. 

" SECTION 4. No election or service occur­
ring before this article becomes operative 
shall be taken into account when deter­
mining el1gib111ty for election under this ar­
ticle. ". 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendments 
shall be in order except those specified 
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in House Report 105-4, which shall be 
considered in the order specified, may 
be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, may be considered not­
withstanding the adoption of a pre­
vious amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, shall be considered read, 
shall be debatable for the time speci­
fied, equally divided and controlled by 
a proponent and an opponent, and shall 
not be subject to amendment. If more 
than one amendment is adopted, only 
the one receiving the greater number 
of affirmative votes shall be considered 
as finally adopted. In the case of a tie 
for the greater number of affirmative 
votes, only the last amendment to re­
ceive that number of affirmative votes 
shall be considered as finally adopted. 

D 1330 
The Chairman of the Committee of 

the Whole may, one, postpone until a 
time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request 
for a recorded vote on any amendment; 
and, two, reduce to 5 minutes the min­
imum time for electronic voting on any 
postponed question that follows an­
other electronic vote without inter­
vening business, provided that the min­
imum time for electronic voting on the 
first in any series of questions shall be 
15 minutes. 

The Chair would remind the Members 
that it is the intention of the Chair, 
should a rollcall be demanded and sus­
tained, that the Chair will cluster the 
vote on these amendments. At the 
present time that cluster is three, 
three, and three. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQumY 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in­
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to make sure I un­
derstood. So if rollcalls are requested 
on every one of these, and since the 
purpose of having them in there is so 
Members can be recorded, one assumes 
that there will be rollcalls, it is the 
Chair's intention to call the first set of 
rollcalls after the first three amend­
ments? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the present 
intention, after the first three. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by Mr. HUTCHINSON: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the several States: 

" CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMENDMENT 
" SECTION A. No person shall serve in the 

office of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of the Congressional Term Limits Amend­
ment no person who has held the office of 
United States Representative or who then 
holds the office shall serve for more than two 
additional terms. 

" SECTION B. No person shall serve in the 
office of United States Senator for more 
than two terms, but upon ratification of the 
Congressional Term Limits Amendment no 
person who has held the office of United 
States Senator or who then holds the office 
shall serve more than one additional term. 

" SECTION C. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
states." . 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from Ar­
kansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] and a Member 
opposed will each control 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I would claim the time in 
opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts will control 5 min­
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, my State of Arkansas 
is one of the 9 States that adopted bal­
lot initiatives dealing with term limits 
this past November. On November 5 of 
last year, the voters of Arkansas over­
whelmingly approved a ballot initia­
tive setting forth the exact text of a 
proposed constitutional amendment 
limiting Members of Congress to three 
2-year terms, for a total of 6 years, and 
members of the Senate to two 6-year 
terms for a total of 12 years. 

Under this initiative a Member of 
Congress from Arkansas is instructed 
to support the exact provisions spelled 
out in the initiative and to vote 
against any inconsistent proposal. Dur­
ing the Committee on the Judiciary 
markup of House Joint Resolution 2, I 
offered the exact language of the Ar­
kansas ballot initiative. Unfortu­
nately, the amendment that I offered 
did not receive a majority of votes. The 
voters of Arkansas have specifically 
detailed the constitutional amendment 
they want, and out of respect for the 
people of Arkansas I am offering this 
substitute amendment, and out of re­
spect for them I will also vote against 
any version that does not comply with 
the Arkansas language. 

Therefore, I will vote against the bill 
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM], not because I am opposed 
to term limits but because this par-

ticular resolution does not comply 
with the term limit instructions ap­
proved by the voters and the people of 
Arkansas. I will also vote against the 
other versions offered on the floor 
today because they too violate the Ar­
kansas language. 

As a longtime supporter of the con­
cept of term limits, it was my intent as 
a new Member of this body to support 
and vote for all term limit measures 
including 6-year, 8-year, and 12-year 
limits so as to maximize the prospects 
for meaningful term limits becoming 
law. However, I am instructed by the 
Arkansas law and will vote accord­
ingly. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
DICKEY]. 

Mr. DICKEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, as long as I have been 
here, I have supported term limits. I 
have never once voted against term 
limits at any time. 

Today I have to rise in support of the 
Hutchinson term limits substitute and 
tell my constituents and this body that 
I am going to vote against some of the 
term limits. The Hutchinson amend­
ment is the exact language that passed 
as an amendment to the Arkansas 
State Constitution in the general elec­
tion this past fall, and so I am duty 
bound to support this. I therefore urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of the 
Hutchinson amendment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. Inglis], a longtime 
and ardent supporter of congressional 
term limits. The gentleman from 
South Carolina has worked tirelessly 
on this issue and deserves this body's 
appreciation for his efforts. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time, and I appreciate the oppor­
tunity to stand in support of this meas­
ure. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
from Arkansas has a good bill that re­
quires a limit of three 2-year terms and 
really is the preferable approach. I will 
be taking a slightly different approach 
than what he just described, in that I 
will be voting for every term limit bill 
that is on the floor today because I 
think that if we are not successful in 
getting a three 2-year term limit, it is 
rational then to go forward and try to 
get the TILLIE FOWLER 8-year limit, 
and if we fail on that, then we should 
go forward to try to get the BILL 
MCCOLLUM 12-year limit in the House 
and 12-year limit in the Senate. That is 
the approach that I will be taking. But 
I should point out that most of the 
American people seem to believe that 6 
years would be the preferable limit. 

As you can see here, based on surveys 
of the American people, three terms, 
three 2-year terms, 6 years, is sup­
ported by 82 percent of the American 
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people. Six terms, or 12 years, is sup­
ported by 14 percent of the American 
people. So the three 2-year term bills 
and the various ones that will be on 
the floor today I think are preferable. 

However, I think it is very important 
to point out that the goal here is to get 
term limits. So if we do not vote for 
three 2-year terms, we should then vote 
for Tillie Fowler's bill that calls for 
four 2-year terms. And if we are not 
successful there, then we fall back to 
the next position, which is Bill McCol­
lum's bill calling for six 2-year terms. 
It seems to me that the most rational 
approach is to attempt to get term lim­
its and to move through the process to 
see which one can garner the most 
votes. 

I certainly hope by the end of the day 
that we have risen above the 227 votes 
that we got last time and demonstrate 
momentum in this matter. If we have 
not, then I think there is a lesson for 
us in the term limit effort to try to fig­
ure out how to come together on this 
rather than splinter and thereby divide 
up our vote. I rise in support of Mr. 
HUTCHINSON'S bill. I think it would be a 
very preferable approach, and I cer­
tainly hope that it passes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a new experi­
ence for us. I have seen many rules in 
the 17 years I have, I blush to admit, 
served in this body, sinking no doubt 
deeper into the morass of special 
interestism with each passing year, but 
I have never before seen a rule where 
the governing principle was alphabet­
ical order. We are being presented with 
amendments today, as one of the mem­
bers of our staff said, it is the rollcall 
of the States. The order, if Members 
will look at it, you are getting it in al­
phabetical order. When the majority 
has to resort to alphabetical order to 
bring some structure to the chaos they 
have brought to the floor, I think that 
is an indication of some intellectual 
weakness. 

I also have a proposal, I am tempted 
but probably prohibited by the ger­
maneness rule to offer a recommittal 
motion, which says that there will be a 
test for the Members on the seven 
amendments issued by each State to 
see what the differences are. I have to 
say that asking people what are the 
real differences among the seven sepa­
rate amendments is of such arcane pro­
portions that it would probably be 
ruled inappropriate to put on the Scho­
lastic Aptitude Test as too trivial. We 
are going to be taking the time of the 
House to vote on seven variants. 

People talk about term limits as an 
antidote to incumbent protection. Here 
we have term limits as a form of in­
cumbent protection. Every State's 
Members get to vote on their State's 
term limits so they make them feel 
better and they do not get the scarlet 
letter. 

I think this is a problem which indi­
cates the fundamental weakness at the 
core of this. Where you have a principle 
that rises to the level of constitutional 
relevance, you do not have to do it in 
alphabetical order. You do not have to 
bend over backwards so people will 
know the difference between you and 
Hester Prynne. You do not have to in­
troduce into the House a degree of par­
liamentary flip-flops and hair splitting 
that is unbecoming. 

But there is also a fundamental intel­
lectual problem here for the supporters 
of term limits. Some are going to vote 
for 6 and not 12, some are going to vote 
for 12 and not 8, some are going to vote 
for 8 and not 6. I do have a parenthet­
ical question, Mr. Chairman: Whatever 
happened to 10? We have 6 and we have 
8 and we have 12. Apparently there is 
some numerological fettish on the ma­
jority side which makes 10 terra 
infirma because we get 6 and we get 8 
and we get 12. I cannot find any logical 
principle to overlook 10. 

But there is this dilemma. Members 
on the majority side who favor this and 
some on the minority side who favor it 
have invoked the referendum. What 
they have said is you must be for this 
because there is a referendum. But we 
have all these different referenda and if 
you live by the referendum, you die by 
the referendum. If in fact we are as a 
body to be governed by the referendum, 
then this fails, because there is no 38-
State mandate. That is your problem. 

There is also one other problem with 
the referendum that I want to address 
now, although I will have a chance to 
address it when variant plus-and-minus 
and up-and-down and when we get into 
the B's and the C's and the D's and the 
S's. The problem we have is this. What 
about the argument that while it is a 
democratic right to elect your Rep­
resentatives, in some States the people 
have voted to do away with a demo­
cratic right? 

I think the answer is very clear. My 
right as a citizen to go to the polls 
every 2, 4, and 6 years and have my 
vote counted is my right and it is not 
at the service of some majority that is 
willing to do less. Voters, and we have 
the paradox, as I said we had it in Alge­
ria, we have had it elsewhere, where 
majorities may be prepared to vote 
away their rights. The majority has no 
right to vote to diminish the demo­
cratic ballot right of any individual. 
My right as a citizen and, more impor­
tantly, the people in my district and 
elsewhere who as citizens want the un­
restricted freedom to vote for whoever 
they think is best every 2 years, no 
matter what, ought not to be con­
strained because the majority do not 
want to exercise that right. If you in 
the majority do not want to exercise 
your right, do not exercise it. But it is 
not democratic theory to empower a 
majority to vote to diminish the votes 
of a minority. 

The right of the people every 2 years 
for the House, every 6 years for the 
Senate, to go to the polls and pick the 
individual that they wish to see elected 
ought to be unconstrained. I do have to 
say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that I am 
struck, and I appreciated my friend 
from Florida, who as I said is a man of 
remarkable consistency and has been 
for a 12-year term limit in each of the 
17 years he has served here. Of course, 
he is not up to the gentleman from 
South Carolina in the other body who 
for 50 some odd years has been for a 12-
year term limit, I gather, or maybe he 
is for a 6-year term limit. Maybe he is 
showing his fealty to the principle nine 
times over, because the Senator from 
South Carolina is now in his ninth 6-
year term limit. 

I think we ought to, Mr. Chairman, 
vote all these down so the right of the 
voters to untrammeled democracy re­
mains unchallenged. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire concerning time remain­
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] has 30 
seconds remaining, and the time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] has expired. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, in response to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, I be­
lieve that what the Arkansas voters 
have done is the essence of democracy. 
They have demonstrated themselves at 
the ballot box, they have indicated 
they want to instruct their congres­
sional leaders in this regard, and my 
vote today and my actions today are 
not because of any supposed scarlet let­
ter, but my actions are out of respect 
for the voters of Arkansas who have 
given these instructions, and for that 
reason I have offered this amendment 
and will cast my vote today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op­
position to efforts to limit Representatives to a 
mere 6 years-or three terms-in office. The 
proposal, like all of the other State-inspired 
substitutes, would make it impossible to run 
this institution in an orderly and intelligent 
fashion. 

If a 6-year limit had been law, none of the 
leaders selected by the Republican Party-not 
Majority Leader ARMEY, not Speaker GING­
RICH, and indeed not a single Republican com­
mittee chair-would have been eligible for of­
fice, let alone to assume their leadership roles 
this Congress. 

And if 6-year limits are such a good idea, 
why didn't the Republicans choose any com­
mittee chairs from among those Members 
serving in their first three terms? I think the 
answer is obvious-a 6-year term limit does 
not make sense. It would severely distort and 
disfigure the legislative process and recast our 
two-century-old Constitution so significantly 
that its authors would no longer recognize the 
first branch of Government. The jockeying for 
power that would occur in this place under a 
three-term cap would be unprecedented. 
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A six-year limit would create a Congress of 

lame ducks and lead to an even greater pro­
liferation of wealthy candidates who could af­
ford to abandon their business careers for a 
few years. And the few Members who were 
not independently wealthy would be forced to 
spend most of their time currying favor with 
special interests so that they could further 
their postcongressional career opportunities. 

This proposal would severely limit the Mem­
bers' opportunity to gamer the experience 
needed to master the many important sub­
stantive areas of Federal legislation. Issues re­
lating to civil rights, intellectual property, Fed­
eral procurement, communications, intel­
ligence, labor, and income tax policy-to 
name a few-are all highly complex and sen­
sitive. A 6-year term limit would significantly 
diminish the ability and incentives for Mem­
bers to understand and positively influence 
legislation in these areas. 

The Members would have no choice but to 
turn to career staffers and bureaucrats. The 
result would be a massive shift of power from 
elected officials to unelected legislative and 
executive branch staffers and lobbyists. 

I urge the Members to reject this ill-consid­
ered proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
sti tute offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

It is now in order to consider amend­
ment No. 2 printed in House Report 
105-4. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIB.Y 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in­
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Would 
it be in order for the Chair to explain 
the difference between amendment No. 
1 and amendment No. 2? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a proper 
parliamentary inquiry. The Chair does 
not interpret the substance of amend­
ments and would advise the gentleman 
to listen to the debate. 

D 1345 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MR. MCINNIS 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by Mr. MclNNis: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 
That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

''ARTICLE--
"SECTION 1: No person shall serve in the of­

fice of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

"SECTION 2: No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve for more than one 
additional term. 

"SECTION 3: This amendment shall have no 
time limit within which it must be ratified 
to become operative upon the ratification of 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev­
eral States.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47 the gentleman from Colo­
rado [Mr. MCINNIS] and a Member in 
opposition, the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts [Mr. FRANK], will each control 
5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS] 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, from the State of Col­
orado and in alphabetical order on No­
vember 5, 1996, the voters of Colorado 
approved a ballot initiative which sig­
nified their support for an exact, and I 
stress the word exact, that is in the 
constitutional amendment congres­
sional term limit amendment; they 
wanted to see added to the State of 
Colorado's constitution and then in 
subsequent steps to the U.S. Constitu­
tion. Furthermore, voters, Colorado 
voters, stated unequivocally; that is, 
the voters, the majority of the voters 
that voted, that if a Member of Con­
gress from Colorado failed to vote 
against any change; any change is the 
words used; addition or modification to 
the exact congressional term limit 
amendment, that the Secretary of 
State should determine that that Mem­
ber of Congress had disregarded voters' 
instruction on term limit. Following 
Colorado voters' call to action, i.e., 
those voters who voted and those vot­
ers who voted in the majority, I am of­
fering an amendment which mirrors 
the exact text of the Colorado congres­
sional term limits amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert for the 
RECORD the language of the Colorado 
ballot initiative as well as a letter 
dated February 12, 1997, from the attor­
ney general of the State of Colorado a 
paragraph of which in particular is per­
tinent which says: 

Our op1mon is that amendment No. 
12, speaking of this particular amend­
ment, does not allow our delegation, 
speaking of the Colorado delegation, to 
vote for minor modifications, nor does 
it allow for a, quote, substantial com­
pliance, unquote. Section 1 of amend­
ment 12 states that, quote, the exact 
language for addition to the U.S. Con­
stitution follows, unquote. The terms, 
quote, exact language, unquote, are 
seldom used in constitutional or statu­
tory drafting. They unambiguously re­
quire strict compliance. 

So, with that, I submit both of these 
documents for the RECORD. 

The documents referred to are as fol­
lows: 

STATE OF COLORADO, DEPARTMENT 
OF LAW, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, 

Denver, CO, February 12, 1997. 
Re Colorado's "Amendment 12," Colorado 

Voter Instructions on Term Limits. 
Hon. DAN SCHAEFER, 
Rayburn House Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. SCOTT MCINNIS, 
Cannon House Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. BOB SCHAFFER, 
Cannon House Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMEN:! understand there has 
been some disagreement over the interpreta­
tion of Colo. Const. art. xvm, § 12 ("Amend­
ment 12"), Colorado's voter instructions to 
state and federal legislators concerning a 
federal constitutional amendment on term 
limits. Specifically, the issue is whether our 
congressional delegation can vote for 
"minor" modifications to the "Congres­
sional Term Limits Amendment" contained 
in section 1 of Amendment 12 and avoid the 
designation "Disregarded Voter Instruction 
Term Limits." 

Our opinion is that Amendment 12 does not 
allow our delegation to vote for minor modi­
fications, nor does it allow for "substantial 
compliance." Section 1 of Amendment 12 
states that "[t]he exact language for addi­
tion to the United States Constitution fol­
lows .... " The terms "exact language" are 
seldom used in constitutional or statutory 
drafting. They unambiguously require strict 
compliance. 

In addition, Section 5(b) establishes the 
mechanism by which "[n]on-compliance with 
voter instruction is demonstrated." Among 
other things, non-compliance occurs if a 
member of our delegation "fails to vote 
against any change, addition or modifica­
tion." Again, this language unambiguously 
requires strict compliance. 

Lastly, Section 5(a) demonstrates that 
strict compliance is required by effectively 
creating a presumption that the "Dis­
regarded Voter Instruction Term Limits" 
"shall appear" unless compliance is estab­
lished by "clear and convincing evidence." 

While Attorney General Norton and I are 
strong supporters of term limits, it is our 
opinion that Amendment 12 requires strict 
adherence and that substantial compliance is 
unacceptable. 

If you have any other questions, please do 
not hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD A. WESTFALL, 

Solicitor General. 
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STATE OF COLORADO, DEPARTMENT 

OF LAW, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, 

Denver, CO, February 12, 1997. 

Fax Transmission 
The information contained in this fac­

simile transmission is legally privileged and/ 
or confidential. It is intended only for the 
use of the named individual or entity, and 
may be subject to the attorney/client privi­
lege and/or attorney work product privilege 
and transmission is not a waiver of any 
privilege recognized in law. If you are not 
the intended recipient, or the employee or 
agent responsible for delivering this docu­
ment to the intended recipient, any dissemi­
nation or copying of this transmission is 
strictly prohibited. If you have receiveed 
this transmission in error, please imme­
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noted below and destroy the original trans­
mission. Thank you. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, in the spirit of bipartisan­
ship, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CANADY], the Chair­
man of the subcommittee. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts for 
yielding this time to me. 

There is one point I want to bring out 
about this amendment and all of the 
first eight amendments that we will be 
considering. That is that they have no 
time limit on the period for ratifica­
tion. All of the first seven amendments 
provide explicitly that there is no time 
limit within which the States must 
ratify them. 

Throughout this century there has 
been a practice of establishing a 7-year 
time limit for the ratification of 
amendments on the theory that there 
should be a contemporaneous approval 
of an amendment to the Constitution 
from the States, and something should 
as a general rule not be allowed to be 
proposed to the States and remain 
there accumulating States over the 
centuries. 

Now I think that it would be a very 
bad precedent for this Congress to pro­
pose an amendment to the State for no 
time limits, and I would simply bring 
that to the Members' attention. 

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the gen­
tleman from Colorado [Mr. BOB SCHAF­
FER], my colleague. 

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. 
Mr. Chairman, Thomas Jefferson, who 
is quoted an awful lot today in describ­
ing his devotion to the will of the peo­
ple, was fond of saying the voice of the 
people is the voice of God. Except in 
the late 1770's and early 1780's he was 

more eloquent and more romantic; he 
said: "Vox Populi, Vox Dei." 

In Colorado the people have spoken 
clearly. In fact they spoke first and 
forcefully on the matter of term limits. 
Their proposal is before us now, em­
bodied in the amendment that the gen­
tleman from Colorado [Mr. Mc!NNIS] 
and I were instructed, by those same 
people, at the polls, to offer for your 
consideration today. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues' 
support for this proposal, and in doing 
so ask that they consider one more fac­
tor that has yet to be featured in to­
day's debate. 

By this vote, we impose nothing, no 
term limits, we impose nothing. In­
stead, we are considering whether to 
refer a measure back to our State leg­
islatures for their consideration in 50 
States, other elected officials who are 
perhaps more skilled than we are to de­
fine their relationship in their State 
with the Federal Government. 

More than any other configuration, 
three terms in the House, two terms in 
the Senate, has been suggested by the 
States. That is something I think we 
ought to take firm note of here today, 
that, yes, it is correct, those who have 
said that there has been no clear man­
date as to what the proper period of 
time ought to be more than any other 
configuration, three terms in the 
House, two terms in the Senate has 
been suggested by more States. 

It is entirely appropriate for us to 
adopt this amendment, turn the ques­
tion back over to the States, as we 
ought to and have been requested to 
do, and allow the States to decide what 
our terms ought to be here. Three 
terms in the House, two terms in the 
Senate is sufficient time to get the 
work done here in the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I re­
serve the balance of my time. I only 
have one speaker remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I have the right to close, 
and I only have one speaker remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Colorado is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to go over very briefly what this 
requires us to do in Colorado. 

If we follow the requirement of the 
Colorado proposition, that amendment 
in Colorado, it requires that we vote on 
the exact language that the Colorado 
voters, the people that voted and those 
who voted in the majority required. 
That language includes in part a re­
striction that we cannot vote on any 
other type of language regarding term 
limits. So even if we have the ideal 
term limit bill sitting in front of us, 
and frankly I have been a strong sup­
porter of national term limits, uniform 
term limits across the country for all 
States, not one State standing alone 
but all States, and I think we got some 
good propositions to vote for, but this 

specific language requires that I vote 
against that. The only vote that I can 
make in the affirmative today under 
the requirements of this provision as 
forwarded by U.S. Term Limits is a 
vote in favor of this amendment. 

In regard to that and in due respect 
to the voters who voted, I will follow 
those instructions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
MCINNIS] has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I was instructed by 
the second speaker who said the voice 
of the people is the voice of God. Well 
apparently God speaks with a different 
voice in Colorado, from Nebraska, from 
Nevada. Apparently we are not just 
amending the Constitution here, we are 
amending the Bible, and polytheism is 
now coming in. I mean if it is Vox Po­
puli, Vox Dei, why do we have a dif­
ferent "vox" when you cross the river 
between Nebraska and Colorado? I 
must say so circumscribing it, and it is 
one thing to circumscribe the right of 
the people, but when you begin to cir­
cumscribe the jurisdiction of the Al­
mighty, it seems to me there is an 
overreach. 

Now, I do not want to think we are 
using the time of the House very well, 
so I looked at the differences. I mean, 
why one amendment not the other? 
Why do we have to do them? Well, 
there are some very important dif­
ferences here. 

One might think that it is unimpor­
tant that they are exactly the same 
substantively, they both have the same 
limits. But for instance in Arkansas it 
is section A, B and C, whereas in Colo­
rado it is section 1, 2 and 3. Certainly 
the gentleman from Colorado would 
not want to betray the voice of God in 
Colorado by adopting the voice of God 
in Arkansas because apparently God 
says A, B, C in Arkansas and God says 
1, 2, 3 in Colorado. Now, religious wars 
have been fought over less, so I under­
stand the gentleman's scrupulosity of 
instruction. 

There are also some other dif­
ferences. For instance, in Arkansas the 
voice of God says of the congressional 
term limits amendment, but in Colo­
rado, in a major theological dif­
ference-maybe we will get a new reli­
gion out of this or at least a new syna­
gogue in my tradition-it does not say 
of the congressional term limits; it 
says of this amendment. And certainly 
we would not want to confuse the peo­
ple that God meant of the amendment 
in the one place and the congressional 
term limits in another. 

In another place he says four more 
than one additional term in Colorado, 
but he just says more than one addi­
tional term in Arkansas. 

Now understand Members are coming 
before us, and they are saying I invoke 
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the most powerful doctrines around de­
mocracy and the voice of God to say 
that I cannot vote for A, B, C because 
I am committed to vote for l, 2, 3. 
Never mind that 1, 2, 3 means exactly 
the same thing as A, B, C in most 
places. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not previously 
talked about trivialization. I do not 
think this trivializes the Constitution. 
I think the fundamental principle re­
stricts the Constitution in a nontrivial 
way. But when Members come here and 
say I am honor bound to vote for 1, 2, 
3, and I ask my colleagues to join me in 
rejecting A, B, C, I think we have 
reached a level that is inappropriate 
for the House to be spending a lot of 
time on. And to make my contribution 
towards diminishing that, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex­
pired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
MCINNIS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47 further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) 
will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

It is now in order to consider amend­
ment No. 3 printed in House Report No. 
105--4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. CRAPO 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
sti tute offered by Mr. CRAPO: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE---

" SECTION A. No person shall serve in the 
office of the United States Representative 
for more than three (3) terms, but upon rati­
fication no person who has held the office of 
United States Representative or who then 
holds the office shall serve for more than two 
additional terms. 

"SECTION B. No person shall serve in the 
office of the United States Senator for more 
than two (2) terms, but upon ratification, no 
person who has held the office of the United 
States Senator or who then holds the office 

shall serve for more than one additional 
term. 

"SECTION C. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified to be­
come operative upon the ratification of the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States.". 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] and a Member in op­
position will each control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] for 5 minutes 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the op­
portunity to stand with my colleague 
from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] to offer 
this amendment, which has been an 
amendment that is required by the 
vote of the people of Idaho in the last 
election. 

This amendment is in the exact lan­
guage as passed by the people of Idaho 
in the State initiative on the ballot in 
November of 1996. The amendment sets 
the terms for Members in the House of 
Representatives at three and Members 
in the Senate at two. These limits are 
not retroactive. The amendment does 
not require a constitutional conven­
tion, and it does not set a year limit 
for ratification. 

In the past I have supported a dif­
ferent term limits measure, one which 
had a 12-year term limit for the House 
and a 12-year term limit for the Sen­
ate. However, the voting by the people 
of Idaho as passed this year has de­
clared their will that we as their Rep­
resentatives in Congress put forward 
this amendment and the gentlewoman 
from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] and I are 
doing as instructed by the law of the 
State of Idaho. 

Last Congress I supported the McCol­
l um term limits bill that, as I said, 
supported a 12-year term limit. How­
ever, in this Congress I must oppose 
this bill because of the initiative 
passed by the people of the State of 
Idaho which requires me to oppose any 
term limits measure that does not have 
the same set of term limit conditions 
that are included in the initiative that 
was passed in the State. 

I am concerned that that might ulti­
mately result in less votes for a term 
limit measure that may pass the 
House, and I am concerned and hopeful 
that the people of not only the State of 
Idaho but across the Nation will focus 
on the differences that may be present 
among us now because of different 
term limits measures and initiatives 
that are passed. Hopefully, this prob­
lem may not be something that will 
cause more difficulty for enacting term 
limits in this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I claim the 5 minutes in op­
position, and I have only one speaker, 
Mr. Chairman, because God has not 
spoken to us so we only have one. So I 
will reserve my right to close. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle­
woman from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH]. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank my colleague, the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, term limits are what 
we need to give government back to 
the people. Limiting the service of 
Members of Congress will result in new 
people with better and more innovative 
ideas who have been out in the real 
world working hard and providing for 
their families. I believe so strongly in 
the value of citizen legislators over ca­
reer politicians that I have imposed a 
three-term term limit on myself. And I 
mean it. 

D 1400 
It is important to know that many of 

our Founding Fathers extolled the vir­
tues of a limited Government service. 
In the Federalist Papers, James Madi­
son wrote, "It is essential to such a 
Government that it be derived from the 
great body of the society and not from 
an inconsiderable proportion or a fa­
vored class of it." 

I believe that the best way to achieve 
this goal of a citizen-led Government is 
to draw from the citizenry on a very 
regular basis, and the way to create 
more opportunities for citizen legisla­
tors is to discourage people from build­
ing careers out of public service. 

When our Founding Fathers initiated 
our system of Government, they did 
not intend to create career politicians. 
A constitutional amendment for term 
limits will stop career politicians by 
restoring the power to the people of 
this great country. Thomas Jefferson 
said, "We must chain the government 
and free the people," and I believe now, 
more than ever, that this must happen 
at this time. 

Unbridled, personal political ambi­
tion ultimately enslaves the citizens of 
this country. The amendment that the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] and 
I are offering will put an end to career 
politicians by limiting Members of the 
House of Representatives to three 
terms, and if a Member is in House 
when this amendment is ratified, they 
are allowed to serve two more addi­
tional terms. 

The amendment also limits Senators 
to two terms and allows Senators to 
serve only one more additional term if 
they hold office at the time of ratifica­
tion. Finally, no time limit is placed 
upon when the amendment must be 
ratified. 

Mr. Chairman, term limits for Mem­
bers of Congress are what we need to 
bring in fresh, new ideas and to put an 
end to out-of-touch politicians, regard­
less of whether they are conservative 
or liberal, Democrat or Republican. 
The citizens of the State of Idaho and 
America have spoken, and they want 
term limits. Please let us respect their 
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wishes today by passing a meaningful 
term limits constitutional amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this 
substitute. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I bring reassurance. 
As I said before, there was a 
therological difference in that the first 
amendment talked about A, B; no C, I 
correct myself; and this one is 1, 2, and 
3. The people of the letters who fear 
that they had been abandoned by the 
Almighty for the doctrine of numbers 
can take heart, because the A, B, C 
variants have returned. 

So the difference is the first amend­
ment was A and B; the second one was 
2 and 3; and the third one was A, B and 
C. Of such triviality I suppose our ca­
reers are construct. 

Now, when we talk about careers, the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] has 
made a variant of the striking histor­
ical point that the Founding Fathers 
were great supporters of term limits, 
even though they rejected the concept. 
The notion that the Founding Fathers 
forgot to put term limits in the Con­
stitution is rather more unkind than I 
think they deserve. They not only re­
jected term limits; they were, many of 
them, career politicians. 

James Madison, whom the gentle­
woman just cited, was one of the most 
distinguished career politicians in 
America, and I ask the gentlewoman to 
look up the career of James Madison, 
look up the career of James Monroe, 
look up the career of Benjamin Frank­
lin, of Thomas Jefferson himself. Tam­
many Hall goes back, the Democratic 
Party goes back, Thomas Jefferson and 
James Madison go back to the leaders 
of Tammany. They were part of a polit­
ical deal. They were people who were 
very political. 

It was through John Adams, one of 
the most distinguished of them, who 
wrote a famous passage in which he 
said, I have to be a career politician. I 
hope we will have so solved the prob­
lems. He said, I studied politics in war, 
and he saw depression so that his great, 
great grandchildren could deal with 
painting and the fine arts. But he was 
a career politician, he acknowledged 
that, and he said he had to be a career 
politician because these were difficult 
times. He thought allowing people of 
the first rank to abandon a career in 
politics was a luxury to be left to later 
times when the Nation was more 
strongly developed. 

Now, I think it is admirable to talk 
about the Founding Fathers, but it 
would be equally admirable to read 
what they said and read about them. 
Anyone who reads about Benjamin 
Franklin and Thomas Jefferson, et 
cetera, and does not see in them career 
politicians is missing the point. 

George Washington I did not men­
tion. George Washington was much 

more reluctant a public servant. 
George Washington can legitimately be 
cited as someone whose preference was 
not for public life, but Franklin and 
Madison and Jefferson, and then to go 
on, as others have said, Webster and 
Clay, John C. Calhoun, these were not 
people who spent most of their time in 
what someone referred to as the real 
world. 

I must say, until recently, I would re­
ject the notion that there was some­
thing unreal about our world. But I 
will have to concede, when we are de­
bating A, B versus 1, 2, 3 versus A, B, C, 
and invoking God's authority to tell us 
to pick one or the other, then I suppose 
an element of unreality has come in, 
but I do not think those who have re­
jected the unreality are entitled to cite 
it. I think that there is a rule of equity 
that ought to be abided by here. 

Let me close with this, Mr. Chair­
man. The notion that a continuation in 
public service is corrupting can only 
mean one thing, that you think the 
public constitutes a bad influence on 
politicians, because what differentiates 
a career-elected official from someone 
else? It is that the career public offi­
cial has decided to dedicate himself or 
herself to constant scrutiny of the pub­
lic. That career is dependent on a re­
newal of the approval of the public. 

What my colleagues must be saying 
is it is the only logical explanation 
when you denigrate people who make a 
career out of public service, the voters 
are on the whole a bad influence, and 
the way to improve things is in fact 
substantially diminished by amending 
the Constitution and changing what 
the Founding Fathers thought, sub­
stantially diminishing the extent to 
which the public can be such a bad in­
fluence. 

I do not think that is a good idea, 
and I hope, once again, that all of these 
amendments are defeated in all of their 
various numerological, graphological, 
and other permutations. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex­
pired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITIEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, proceedings will now re­
sume on those amendments in the na­
ture of a substitute on which further 

proceedings were postponed in the fol­
lowing order: Amendment No. 1 in the 
nature of substitute offered by the gen­
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH­
INSON]; amendment No. 2 in the nature 
of a substitute offered by the gen­
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MclNNis]; 
and amendment No. 3 in the nature of 
a substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] on 
which further proceedings were post­
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 85, noes 341, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 11] 
AYE8-85 

Armey Emerson McCrery 
Baldacci Ensign Mcintosh 
Barcia Forbes McNulty 
Bartlett Fox Meehan 
Bass Franks (NJ) Metcalf 
Bil bray Furse Minge 
Blunt Ganske Myrick 
Bono Gibbons Neumann 
Bryant Gillmor Ney 
BUIT Goode Paul 
Cannon Gordon Peterson (MN) 
Chabot Goss 
Chenoweth Graham Riley 

Christensen Hall (TX) Rohrabacher 

Coble Harman Royce 

Coburn Herger Salmon 
Combest Hill Sanford 
Condit Hilleary Shad egg 
Cook Hutchinson Smith(MI) 
Cooksey Inglis Spence 
Cramer Jones Talent 
Crane Kim Tauzin 
Crapa Klug Thornberry 
Cu bin Largent Thune 
Danner Lewis (KY) Wamp 
De Fazio Lo Biondo Watts (OK) 
Deutsch Lucas Weldon (FL) 
Dickey Maloney (CT) Whitfield 
Dunn McCarthy (MO) 

NOES-341 
Abercrombie Bilirakis Callahan 
Ackerman Bishop Calvert 
Aderholt Blagojevlch Camp 
Allen Bllley Campbell 
Andrews Blumenauer Canady 
Archer Boehlert Capps 
Bachus Boehner Cardin 
Baesler Bonilla Castle 
Baker Boni or Chambliss 
Ballenger Borski Clayton 
Barr Boswell Clement 
Barrett (NE) Boucher Clyburn 
Barrett (WI) Boyd Collins 
Barton Brady Conyers 
Bateman Brown (CA) Costello 
Becerra Brown (FL) Cox 
Bentsen Brown (OH) Coyne 
Bereuter Bunning Cummings 
Berman Burton Cunningham 
Berry Buyer Davis (FL) 
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Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Dtaz..Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 

Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind(WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran(VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ra.danovich 

Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 
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Carson 
Clay 
Kanjorski 

NOT VOTING-7 
Obey 
Richardson 
Scarborough 
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Young (AK) 

Messrs. Greenwood, Boehner, Barton 
of Texas, Nadler, and Dan Schaefer of 
Colorado changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. Deutsch, Hall of Texas, Com­
best, Goss, Tauzin, and Bartlett of 
Maryland changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. MCINNIS 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the request for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. MclNNis] on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 87, noes 339, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bono 
Bryant 
Burr 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Danner 
DeFazio 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dunn 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 

[Roll No. 12] 
AYES-87 

Emerson 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Hefley 
Berger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
Lo Biondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCrery 

NOEs-339 

Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 

Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrtck 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Riley 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer. Bob 
Shadegg 
Smith (MI) 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 

Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blwnenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown(CA) 
Brown(FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
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Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LivingSton 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 

Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
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Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vellizquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 

Carson 
Clay 
Obey 

Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 

NOT VOTING-7 
Richardson 
Scarborough 
Spratt 
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White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 

Young(AK) 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. CRAPO 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. CRAPO] on which fur­
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 85, noes 339, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bono 
Bryant 
Burr 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Danner 
De Fazio 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dunn 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 

[Roll No. 13] 
AYE~5 

Emerson 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCrery 
Mcintosh 

NOES---339 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 

McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Riley 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Shad egg 
Smith (MI) 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
White 
Whitfield 

Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 

Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Dia.z...Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 

Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran(VA) 
Morella 

Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 

Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Traficant 
Turner 

Carson 
Clay 
Meek 

Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 

NOT VOTING-9 
Obey 
Richardson 
Scarborough 

D 1548 

Weller 
Weygand 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

Towns 
Wexler 
Young (AK) 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. BLUNT 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by Mr. BLUNT: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE--

"(a) No person shall serve in the office of 
United States Representative for more than 
three terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Representative or who 
then holds the office shall serve for more 
than two additional terms. 

"(b) No person shall serve in the office of 
United States Senator for more than two 
terms, but upon ratification of this amend­
ment no person who has held the office of 
United States Senator or who then holds the 
office shall serve in the office for more than 
one additional term. 

"(c) Any state may enact by state con­
stitutional amendment longer or shorter 
limits than those specified in section 'a' or 
'b' herein. 

"(d) This article shall have no time limit 
within which it must be ratified to become 
operative upon the ratification of the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the several 
States.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from Mis­
souri [Mr. BLUNT] will be recognized for 
5 minutes in support of the amend­
ment, and a Member in opposition to 
the amendment, the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SCO'IT], will be recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen­
tleman from Missouri [Mr. BLUNT]. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity 
to offer an amendment to House Joint 
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Resolution 2. I want to express my ap­
preciation to the gentleman from Flor­
ida, [Mr. MCCOLLUM], for his commit­
ment to term limits and for the amend­
ment that he has offered and his con­
sistent stand for term limits over the 
years. 

As the Secretary of State in Missouri 
a number of years ago, I was the first 
State official in our State to support 
term limits and, in fact, our State, 10 
years ago, adopted term limits as an 
amendment to our constitution. We 
were one of the first States to do that. 
As we know, Mr. Chairman, eventually 
23 States adopted term limits as part of 
their State constitution, and the Su­
preme Court, by a 5 to 4 vote, deter­
mined that States on their own did not 
have the ability to establish that re­
quirement for membership in the Con­
gress. 

In the last election, Missourians 
again voted to adopt an amendment to 
our constitution that called for even a 
stricter limit on the terms a person 
can serve in the House. Our first 
amendment was 8 years in the House 
and 12 years in the Senate, with the ca­
veat that half of the States would have 
to have term limits before our term 
limits would come to pass. 

In the last election, Missourians 
again showed that they were in the 
mainstream of thinking in the country, 
where 80 percent of the voters in the 
country consistently, and generally 
voters who do not agree on any other 
topic, agreed that term limits is a re­
form that would be a beneficial reform 
for the Congress and would ensure a 
different kind of decisionmaking in the 
Congress; would assure that people 
come more frequently and from dif­
ferent perspectives as to what the gov­
ernment needs to do. 

We also, in our amendment and in 
the amendment that I am proposing 
today, gave leeway to the States that I 
think is unique in this debate. What 
the amendment that I am proposing 
does, Mr. Chairman, is it establishes a 
maximum amount of time that can be 
spent in the House of three terms, a 
maximum amount of time that can be 
spent in the Senate of two terms, but 
allows the States on their own to 
change their constitution in ways dif­
ferent than that if they choose to do 
so. 

I think this differs from a proposal 
that would just say let us leave this to­
tally up to the States, because it does 
set a limit if a State has not chosen to 
deal with this on its own. It also allows 
the States at a later time, and as the 
thinking on this concept of term limits 
would mature and develop over time, 
to, on a one-by-one basis, decide that a 
different limit other than 6 years in 
the House and 12 years in the Senate 
had merit. 

Certainly I can see a scenario where 
people might decide that 6 years was 
not quite enough, but they would then 

by an individual State basis have the 
ability to go to 8 years or 10 years or 
even 12 years in the House, or more. 

It also, conversely, would allow vot­
ers in States that had decided that 6 
years was just right to also decide that 
6 years was just right for the Senate 
and to adopt a limit for the Senate of 
only one term. 

So we are proposing, I and others of 
my colleagues from Missouri, in exact 
compliance with the express direction 
of Missouri voters in the last election, 
that the Constitution be amended to 
allow a limit of 6 years in the House, a 
limit of 12 years in the Senate, but to 
give the States flexibility as to how 
they would deal with that in the fu­
ture. 

I appreciate the opportunity that has been 
provided to offer certain amendments to 
House Joint Resolution 2. 

I request your support for an amendment 
that I have offered for consideration by the 
House. For purposes of clarification and identi­
fication, I will refer to it as the Missouri 
Amendment. 

It is my belief that tenn limits must reflect 
the desire of the American public to change 
the system under which this institution oper­
ates. Clearly, the public holds the opinion that 
fewer terms are better than more. Recent poll­
ing confinns that an overwhelming majority of 
voters believe that six terms for a member of 
the House is too long. Over 80 percent of the 
voting public prefers a three-tenn limit. 

As a former county elections official and as 
the fonner chief election officer for the State of 
Missouri, I have studied this issue and listened 
to the voters. The voters of Missouri have 
twice had the opportunity for a statewide vote 
relative to tenn limits. They have made their 
viewpoint known. 

Consistent with those views and my own, I 
was the first Missouri statewide official to en­
dorse tenn limits. I have offered a bill, House 
Joint Resolution 42, to limit terms to three in 
the House and two in the Senate. 

In November 1996, state constitutional 
amendments were passed in nine States, in­
cluding Missouri, as a result of grassroot initia­
tive efforts. 

Those State constitutional amendments in­
struct members of the State's congressional 
delegation to work for the adoption of a U.S. 
Constitutional amendment establishing Con­
gressional tenn limits. The initiatives also in­
cluded very specific voter instructions to in­
cumbents and candidates. Failure to comply 
with these instructions trigger language to be 
placed by the name of candidates on future 
ballots which read either "Disregarded Voters' 
Instruction on Tenn Limits" or "Declined to 
Support Term Limits." Thus, becoming known 
as the scarlet letter provision. 

Many members of Congress support the 
adoption of tenn limits. As you are aware, 
there is much debate over the specific number 
of tenns to be adopted. The situation now oc­
curs which a member of one of the nine 
States who supports tenn limits but votes for 
House Joint Resolution 2, may fail the test 
and have triggered the scarlet letter provision. 

In the nine States, the final detennination as 
to whether or not a member followed voter in-

structions rests with the Secretary of State. 
The Secretary of State may detennine that, in 
order to avoid failing the "Voter Instruction" 
test, a member may be required to vote for 
language that is absolutely identical and ver­
batim to that which passed in his or her home 
State. Therefore, it may be necessary for each 
of those nine States' delegation to have an 
opportunity to vote for tenn limit language 
unique to their State. House Leadership has 
expressed concern that such an opportunity 
be made available. 

To that end, to ensure that members of the 
Missouri delegation have the ability to vote for 
language that meets a verbatim test of Mis­
souri Amendment 9, I am offering the Missouri 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, of all of the amend­
ments, this is the least bad, but not 
good, so I still oppose it. However, it 
does allow the States the option, if one 
State finds itself with a horrible dele­
gation, of wiping it clean with some 
term limits, but the other States would 
not be so affected. 

So although it is the least bad, it is 
still not good and I have to oppose it. 
But I thank the gentleman for offering 
us this opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to say I think this is an idea 
whose time will come. It may not come 
today, but I believe that term limits 
will be a reform that comes in this 
House. I think it can come with some 
flexibility. 

I appreciate my colleague from Vir­
ginia at least recognizing my amend­
ment as the least bad of the amend­
ments that has been offered today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Ms. SHELIA JACKSON-LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague for his 
leadership and for yielding me this 
time. 

It would appear that my position in 
this House is to try to be as consistent 
and as pure and as well focused on the 
issues as one could possibly be. I have 
already made the statement that this 
Constitution is secure and that the 
people can ratify those of us who run 
for this office every 2 years. But I must 
say to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BLUNT] that I am interested in his 
particular amendment inasmuch as it 
tracks, albeit in a limited fashion, my 
commitment to States' rights on this 
issue. 

D 1500 
I am hearing all of the discord and 

discussion about the people speaking. 
At least Mr. BLUNT's amendment has a 
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provision that suggests that if the 
States do not act or if they do not act, 
it then falls to three terms for the 
House and two terms for the Senate, 
but that it has a provision that the 
States can act, and that means that In­
diana can act, that Texas can act, that 
New York can act, that Virginia can 
act on their accord as the people would 
so speak. 

So I would simply raise this amend­
ment up for its consideration. I speak 
to it so that I can be consistent on my 
persistent point that this belongs, if 
anywhere, with the States, not with 
those of us in the U.S. Congress that 
would do damage to the Constitution 
that has been framed very well, that 
allows the people to speak every 2 
years. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that many of the problems in America 
today are not necessarily going to be 
solved by people in Washington today. 
As we debate term limits here, saying 
that term limits are going to solve 
problems, to finance the budget, to 
change Washington, to invest in our 
children, I think that is absolutely the 
wrong approach to take. 

The answers to America lie within 
the American people. If we can encour­
age people to vote in our home con­
stituencies, if we can encourage people 
to be responsible citizens and act 
through the ballot box, then we will 
solve so many of the problems that are 
bothering this great and wealthy Na­
tion today. 

In Indiana, where I am from, we have 
seven Members that are new to our del­
egation since 1990. Seven out of ten are 
new, and we do not have term limits. 
The people of Indiana are voting to 
send new people to Washington, D.C. 

When we look at amending the Con­
stitution, I think it is very important 
to read what some of the Federalist Pa­
pers have said to us. They have said, by 
Alexander Hamilton in Paper No. 71, 
"Deprive the new government of expe­
rienced officials and reduce the incen­
tives for political accountability." 

James Madison in No. 53 writes, "The 
greater the proportion of new Mem­
bers, the more apt they will be to fall 
into the snares that might be laid for 
them." 

I was a new Member, and I think we 
need fresh faces and new ideas here, 
but they should come from our indi­
vidual constituencies and from our peo­
ple voting, not from a gimmick like 
term limits. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me just 
say that I feel very strongly about this. 
I feel that we can inspire people to 
vote, and we need to run positive cam­
paigns and not mud sling at one an­
other. We need to run bipartisan legis­
lation here. We need to reform our 
campaign laws. That will encourage 
people to vote. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex­
pired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BLUNT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BLUNT] will be post­
poned. 

It is now in order to consider Amend­
ment No. 5 printed in House Report 
105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. CI:ffiISTENSEN 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by Mr. CHRISTENSEN: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE-
" SECTION 1. No person shall serve in the of­

fice of United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

"SECTION 2. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who holds 
the office shall serve more than one addi­
tional term. 

"SECTION 3. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified to be­
come operative upon the ratification of the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
states.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from Ne­
braska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN] and the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] will 
each control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN]. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

I thank the Chairman for allowing 
me to speak on an issue that is so im­
portant to the majority of Americans, 
and that is the issue of term limits. 
Americans unequivocally support the 

concept of term limits. Poll after poll 
will reflect this. But this past fall, vot­
ers across the country approved term 
limit amendments to their State con­
stitutions, giving further credence to 
what we already know to be true. 

Americans are demanding term lim­
its. The people of my State have now 
spoken three times on this issue. In 
1992, Nebraskans passed a term-limits 
amendment to our State constitution, 
only to have it thrown out by the State 
supreme court on a ballot requirement 
technicality. Undaunted, the voters of 
Nebraska passed another term-limits 
amendment by an even greater margin 
2 years ago. This amendment was later 
invalidated by the U.S. Supreme Court. 

This past November, Nebraska and 
eight other States adopted term-limit 
amendments to their respective con­
stitutions by overwhelming margins; 61 
percent of the voters in my district ap­
proved term limits last fall. Nebras­
kans feel very strongly that term lim­
its are a necessary step in returning 
our Government to the people. 

I do agree with my friend from Indi­
ana that the answers to America's 
problems do not lie in Washington, but 
I believe until we fully get to that step, 
we need to continue toward what the 
people want. The people of Nebraska 
ask strongly, and with a 61-percent ap­
proval, to make sure that we had an 
opportunity to offer this today. 

During my first campaign for Con­
gress, I pledged I would serve no more 
than four terms. That was in accord­
ance with Nebraska term-limits law at 
the time. I did so because I believed 
that a citizen legislature, a citizen 
Congress, that was originally founded 
by our Founding Fathers, was what 
their intent was to be, and to follow 
that direction. But yet America has 
gone away from that, and I believe that 
there are too many people that are 
making this into a career. 

I ask you today how anyone who 
spends over 30 years here, how they can 
identify with that farmer, that entre­
preneur, that individual who is out 
there each day in the working world 
trying to make a living. I believe that 
people here in Congress should be sent 
and are sent to represent and not rule 
over the people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that what 
we need to do today is to enact term 
limits so that Nebraskans and other 
States like Nebraska who have over­
whelmingly asked for this type of ini­
tiative, be put into law. I ask Members 
therefore to join me today in sup­
porting the Christensen amendment, 
which is a 6-year, 12-year type of ap­
proach with a beginning of this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in opposition to the legisla­
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an old con­
gressional adage that all that needs to 



2100 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 12, 1997 
be said has already been said but all 
that need to say it have not already 
said it. 

This substitute is virtually identical 
to several that have been defeated pre­
viously by margins of greater than 3 to 
1. This amendment refers to the legis­
lation as an amendment and has a per­
fecting paragraph; the Arkansas 
amendment refers to legislation as the 
congressional term-limits amendment; 
the Colorado amendment referred to it 
as an amendment; the Idaho amend­
ment referred to it as an article; the 
Missouri amendment referred to it as 
an amendment; the next amendment 
we will consider refers to it as an 
amendment, but substantively they are 
all identical. So we will just incor­
porate by reference all of the argu­
ments against this amendment that 
have previously been made and have 
been very successful in defeating it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. This amendment does parallel 
exactly word for word the ballot initia­
tive 409 in the State of Nebraska. I 
greatly respect my friend from Vir­
ginia. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN] will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

It is now in order to consider amend­
ment No. 6 printed in House Report 
105--4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by Mr. ENSIGN: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 
That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in-

tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"CONGRESSIONAL TERM LIMITS AMENDMENT 
" SECTION 1. No person shall serve in the of­

fice of the United States Representative for 
more than three terms, but upon ratification 
of this amendment no person who has held 
the office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

"SECTION 2. No person shall serve in the of­
fice of United States Senator for more than 
two terms, but upon ratification of this 
amendment no person who has held the of­
fice of United States Senator or who then 
holds the office shall serve for more than one 
additional term. 

"SECTION 3. This article shall have no time 
limit within which it must be ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from Ne­
vada [Mr. ENSIGN] and the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] will each 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nevada [Mr. Ensign]. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada 
[Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I thank the gentleman 
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a strong believer 
in term limits for Members of Con­
gress. I am very excited that as a fresh­
man Member and a Representative, I 
have taken an active involvement in 
such an important debate. 

As my colleague the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] has stated, a ma­
jority of Nevada voters have mandated 
that we support three two-year terms 
for Representatives and two 6-year 
terms for Senators. Our amendment re­
flects these limits and sets no time 
limit for ratification. Our amendment 
also does not apply to terms retro­
actively. It just states that upon ratifi­
cation, incumbent Representatives 
may serve no more than 2 additional 
terms and incumbent Senators no more 
than 1 additional term. 

If I may characterize, Mr. Chairman, 
the reasons that the question of term 
limits was put on the 1996 Nevada bal­
lot was that the voters, and I feel 
across America as well as in Nevada, 
are deeply troubled by Congress and 
their continuing disregard for their de­
sire for term limits. The voters are 
concerned that there is a conflict of in­
terest whereby Congress has ignored 
the voice of the people and failed to 
pass term limits. They are concerned 
that without term limits, the effort to 
get reelected seriously dilutes the ef­
fectiveness of Congress. They are con­
cerned that career politicians will per­
petuate their dominion over Congress. 
But most of all they are concerned that 
the lack of term limits denies the will 
of our Founding Fathers, that this 
branch of government remain closest 
to the people. 

Nevada has joined the ranks of 23 
other States which support term lim­
its. By the terms of the Nevada con­
stitution, the State amendment initia­
tive to support term limits must be ap­
proved by the voters in two general 
elections. Although neither Represent­
ative ENSIGN nor I are standing before 
you today for any other reason, we are 
representing the spirit of our voters. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We have heard previous speakers talk 
about trivializing the constitution. I 
think the exercise we are going 
through now points out how trivial 
some of this exercise is. This amend­
ment is virtually identical to several 
that we have previously defeated, as I 
said, by margins of 3, almost 4 to 1. 
There is a difference in this one. The 
title of the thing is Congressional 
Term Limits Amendment. The title 
listed in others was, quote, Article. We 
use 1, 2, and 3 to designate the sections 
rather than A, B, and C. It is sub­
stantively identical to several we have 
already considered. Again, we will in­
corporate by reference the arguments 
that had those other amendments de­
feated. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to address a 
few of the points that have been 
brought up here today on the House 
floor. First of all, yes, we are pretty as­
sured that we are not going to win this 
term limits battle today. But it is im­
portant that we do have this vote, for 
the will of the American people is to 
have term limits and the only way that 
they know whether or not their Mem­
ber represents them the way that they 
want is to have recorded votes. That is 
why I applaud the leadership in the 
House of Representatives for not only 
bringing this to the floor today but 
also in the last Congress. The reason 
that I believe so strongly in term lim­
its are several reasons. One is the 
power of incumbency. People say, 
"Well, you have term limits at the bal­
lot booth." Mr. Chairman, nothing 
could be further from the truth simply 
because of the power of incumbency. 
Challengers in no way can have the 
same kind of name recognition unless 
they raise so much money or have in­
credible personal wealth, because in­
cumbents get on the radio whenever 
they want, they get on television 
whenever they want, they go to our 
plants whenever they want, and these 
same opportunities are not afforded to 
challengers. 

D 1515 
The other things that have been 

brought up on the floor today address 
turnover. We have had a tremendous 
turn over the last few years. Well, 
those have been extraordinary cir­
cumstances. One is we had a campaign 
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finance reform bill where Members of 
Congress had to retire if they wanted 
to take their campaign money with 
them. We look at several of the other 
things that have happened: There have 
been extraordinary circumstances of 
why we have had tremendous turnover. 
This is not normal. We also look at the 
statistics: Incumbents have a huge ad­
vantage on being reelected, and a lot of 
good people do not run for office be­
cause if one is faced with a 20 or 30 to 
1 chance of winning against an incum­
bent, they do not want to have their 
family 's name drug through the mud, 
they do not want their own good name 
drug through the mud after a success­
ful career, and a lot of good people are 
not coming to this body in America be­
cause of the power of incumbency. 

I believe very strongly that we need 
a blend of fresh ideas coming in con­
stantly with some wisdom that is built 
up, and the only way to do that is with 
term limits. 

We also hear a lot about campaign fi­
nance reform, and frankly I think that 
the prospects for that this year are 
pretty dim myself, just talking with 
the competing forces. I hope it comes 
about. I think we desperately need it. 
But there is no better campaign fi­
nance reform than term limits. The 
power of the incumbency can only be 
negated by term limits. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
sti tute offered by the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITI'EE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, proceedings will now re­
sume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed, in 
the following order: amendment No. 4 
offered by the gentleman from Mis­
souri [Mr. BLUNT], amendment No. 5 of­
fered by the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. CHRISTENSEN] , and amendment No. 
6 offered by the gentleman from Ne­
vada [Mr. ENSIGN]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. BLUNT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. BLUNT] on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 72, noes 353, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bono 
Bryant 
BUIT 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Danner 
De Fazio 
Deutsch 
Dunn 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
BeceITa 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown(FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 

[Roll No 14) 

AYES--72 
Emerson 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 

NOES-353 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Diaz..Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 

Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Shadegg 
Smith (MI) 
Talent 
Thornberry 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Whitfield 

Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 

Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson , Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 

Carson 
Clay 
Obey 

Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 

NOTVOTIN~ 

Pickering 
Richardson 
Scarborough 

0 1536 

Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 

Smith (NJ) 
Young (AK) 

Messrs. Thune, Torres, and White 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no. " 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chainnan, on roll call 
no. 14, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted "no." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chainnan, 
on roll call no. 14, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted "no." 
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AMENDMENT NO. 5 IN THE NATURE OF A 

SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. CHRISTENSEN 

The CRAIB.MAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN] on 
which further proceedings were post­
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIB.MAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 83, noes 342, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia. 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bryant 
Burr 
Cannon 
Cha.bot 
Chenoweth 
Chris tensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Danner 
De Fazio 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dunn 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 

[Roll No. 15] 
AYES--83 

Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
Lo Biondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 

NOES-342 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 

McCrery 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Riley 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Shadegg 
Smith (Ml) 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 

Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank(MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 

Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Has tert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Bono 
Carson 
Clay 

Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran(KS) 
Moran(VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 

NOT VOTING-8 
Obey 
Richardson 
Scarborough 

D 1548 

Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tia.hrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

Smith (NJ) 
Young (AK) 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BONO. Mr. Chainnan, on rollcall No. 15, 
I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "yes". 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chainnan, 
on rollcall No. 15, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted "no". 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] , on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by a voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CRAIB.MAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 85, noes 339, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia. 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bono 
Bryant 
Burr 
Cannon 
Cha.bot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
De Fazio 
Deutsch 
Dickey 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 

[Roll No. 16] 
AYE8-85 

Dunn 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks(NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 

NOES--339 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 

McCrery 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Radanovich 
Riley 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Shadegg 
Smith(MI) 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
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Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (Wl) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind(WI) 
Ktng(NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller(CA) 
Miller(FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 
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Carson 
Clay 
LaTourette 

NOT VOTING--9 
Obey 
Richardson 
Scarborough 

D 1557 

Smith (NJ) 
Taylor (NC) 
Young (AK) 

Mrs. Kennelly changed her vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, 
on roll call no. 16, I was unavoidably detained. 

Had I been present, I would have voted No. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. THUNE 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. THUNE: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE--

"(a) No person shall serve in the office of 
the United States Representative for more 
than three terms, but upon ratification of 
this amendment no person who has held the 
office of United States Representative or 
who then holds the office shall serve for 
more than two additional terms. 

"(b) No person shall serve in the office of 
United States Senator for more than two 
terms, but upon ratification of this amend­
ment no person who has held the office of 
United States Senator or who then holds the 
office shall serve more than one additional 
term. 

"(c) This article shall have no time limit 
within which it must be ratified by the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the several 
states.". 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. THuNE] and the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOT!'] each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. THUNE]. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate the opportunity to ad­
dress this issue today. I want to add to 
the menu of options that is available 
for those who support term limits. I 
would like today, Mr. Chairman, to 
vote in favor of the McCollum amend­
ment, the Fowler amendment, but 
frankly the voters of South Dakota 
have spoken as well. We have a specific 
provision in our law now, and I must 
rise to offer an amendment which is 
consistent with that provision. 

Frankly, it has been my long-held be­
lief that our country and this Congress 
would be well served by term limits. So 
I have consistently throughout the last 
year as I have campaigned across the 
State of South Dakota supported term 
limits. 

In fact, I have committed to support 
the most restrictive version that would 
be enacted by the House of Representa­
tives. But today the amendment that I 
offer would comply with the State law, 
and the State of South Dakota has 
been clear in the message that they 
have sent to us, in 1992. Over 63 percent 
of the voters in our State approved an 
amendment to the State Constitution 
that restricted the service of South Da­
kota's congressional delegation and of 
the State legislature. 

While a decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court rendered the law invalid as it ap­
plies to Members of Congress, South 
Dakotans still believe strongly in lim­
iting congressional service. A more re­
cent vote affirmed that belief. That 
last November almost 68 percent of the 
voters approved another term limits 
measure. The measure, now part of 
South Dakota codified law, provides 
that any Member of Congress rep­
resenting the State of South Dakota 
must work to enact a constitutional 
term limits amendment. 

The law explicitly enumerates what 
actions a Member of the U.S. House or 
U.S. Senate may take in order to enact 
the measure. The law also explicitly 
defines a term limits amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution. Those terms are 
outlined verbatim in my version of the 
amendment. If a Member of the South 
Dakota delegation fails to follow the 
directions of that law, a notation stat­
ing "disregarded voters' instructions 
on term limits" would appear next to 
that person's name on the ballot. 

To say the least, that notation would 
be undesirable to any candidate. As a 
strong proponent of term limits, that 
statement would not accurately reflect 
my position on this issue. 

The amendment I offer today would 
conform with South Dakota law. The 
Thune amendment allows for no more 
than three terms in the U.S. House of 
Representatives and no more than two 
terms in the U.S. Senate. 

Upon ratification, an individual hold­
ing office of either House may serve no 
more than two terms in that respective 
House. I respectfully request my col­
leagues to vote in favor of the amend­
ment I am offering. At the same time, 
I realize there are similar measures 
that would work toward the same pur­
pose. 

In fact, I was an original cosponsor of 
the Mccollum resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 2. While my cosponsorship 
did not change my self-imposed three 
term limit commitment, I realized that 
cosponsoring that resolution likely 
would have forced a negative message 
next to my name on the 1998 ballot. 
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Therefore, on February 4, I had my 
name removed as a cosponsor of House 
Joint Resolution 2. 

Because I am so committed to the 
concepts of term limits, I would urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of some 
amendment today, some version, some 
approach that we can put on the ballot 
and get a serious vote. Frankly, I 
would hate to see this issue go down 
because we continually use a shotgun 
approach and give us a range of options 
rather than dealing with one particular 
version that could be enacted and 
passed by the two-thirds that are nec­
essary in the House and the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
distinguished gentleman from the 
State of South Carolina [Mr. SANFORD]. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment because 
it seems to me that fewer years yields 
more in the way of benefits when it 
comes to term limits. I say that for a 
couple of different reasons. 

First, it is consistently what I hear 
about from my constituents back 
home. They do not say more or longer 
terms. They say shorter terms. 

Second, it seems to be the will of the 
Founding Fathers, when they talked 
about our Congress, this institution, 
they talked about a citizens Congress, 
and fewer years would yield that. 

Last, I think that fewer years would 
yield more in the way of benefit in 
terms of cutting our Nation's debt and 
deficit. The National Taxpayers Union 
did a study. What they found was that 
there was direct correlation between 
the length of time in office and propen­
sity to spend taxpayer money. This 
amendment would make a difference 
on that front. For that reason, I sup­
port it. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

As I understand this amendment, it 
provides for three House terms, two 
Senate terms and is substantively iden­
tical to five earlier versions that we 
have considered. It is my under­
standing that the only difference be­
tween this amendment and other 
amendments is the fact that the sec­
tions are numbered 1, 2 and 3. And in­
stead of using 1, 2 and 3 and capital A 
and capital B and capital C, this one 
designates the sections using small A, 
small B, and small C. 

Mr. Chairman, I would yield to the 
sponsor of the amendment to explain 
to me if there are any other differences 
between this and other amendments 
that we have been defeating by mar­
gins of three and four to one. If there 
are any differences other than the des­
ignation l, 2, 3, capital A, B and C and 
the small letters A, B and C, I yield to 
the gentleman to respond. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Virginia for the 
question. 

There are no substantive material 
differences between this and other pro­
posals that have been voted on here 
today. However, in fairness to the peo­
ple, the voters of our State, we chose 
to have the exact language as adopted 
verbatim by the voters of South Da­
kota as an option to vote on this after­
noon. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we have 
already spoken about the trivializing 
of the Constitution. Obviously this 
process suggests that we are involved 
in a very trivial situation right now, 
voting on separate amendments where 
the only difference is whether sections 
are 1, 2, 3, capital A, Band C or small 
A, B and C and taking separate votes 
on each one. I will incorporate by ref­
erence the substantive arguments that 
have been made heretofore that have 
resulted in the defeat of amendments 
by margins of three and four to one or 
worse. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would simply respond to the gen­
tleman from Virginia by saying that I 
think most on the floor this afternoon 
who have suggested that it is 
trivializing to have these different 
amendments available probably come 
from States who have not been directed 
by their voters to have that. I think it 
is very important to all of us who have 
offered such amendments, as a result of 
such language being adopted by the 
voters of their State. In compliance 
with and at the direction of their will, 
we have the opportunity to vote on 
these amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. THuNE]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote and, pending that, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. THuNE] will be post­
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

It is now in order to consider amend­
ment No. 8 printed in House Report 
105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MRS. FOWLER 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mrs. FOWLER: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States within 
seven years after the date of its submission 
for ratification: 

'' ARTICLFr-

"No person may serve more than four con­
secutive terms as Representative or two con­
secutive terms as Senator, not counting any 
term that began before the adoption of this 
article of amendment." 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] and the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle­
woman from Florida [Mrs. FOWLER]. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My amendment is very simple. No 
bells, no whistles, no hidden meaning, 
just straight term limits, eight con­
secutive years for House Members, 12 
consecutive years for Senators. 

It is the only one offered today that 
is not a lifetime ban. My amendment is 
based on the initiative passed by my 
State's voters in 1992. The Eight is 
Enough term limits initiative garnered 
77 percent of the vote in Florida, the 
highest percentage for term limits in 
any State. 

Although the Supreme Court decision 
struck down those term limits for 
Members of Congress, they are still in 
effect by our State legislature and 
State cabinet officers. Like many 
other States, our Governor was already 
term limited. Six, eight, twelve, there 
is really no magic number when it 
comes to term limits. Those of us who 
really support term limits do so be­
cause we subscribe to the notion that 
rotation in office is a good thing. It 
keeps officeholders close to the people. 

I think these goals are realized with 
any term limits, 12 years or under. 
That is why I will support the will of 
the House and vote for final passage no 
matter which version makes it. 

Because there is no magic number, I 
urge all my fellow term limit sup­
porters to vote for my amendment. 
About 2 years ago, a certain unyielding 
term limits group started shifting the 
debate from distinguishing between 
term limits supporters and term limits 
opponents to distinguishing between 
supporters of 6-year limits and sup­
porters of 12-year limits. That is when 
I nicknamed my bill the Goldilocks 
bill. If you think 6 years is too short 
and you think 12 years is too long, then 
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you might think 8 years is just right, 
just like the porridge in that famous 
nursery tale. I think an 8-year limit is 
an effective compromise that accom­
plishes all the goals we espouse as term 
limits advocates. 

Prior to the Supreme Court decision 
in 1995, Florida, Ohio, Massachusetts, 
and Missouri had passed 8-year term 
limits; 8-year term limits were sup­
ported by 9 million voters in those 
States. I urge my colleagues to join 
those citizens in saying eight is enough 
and vote for passage of this amend­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This one has an actual substantive 
difference from some of the others we 
have considered, having a lifetime of 8 
years. With 8 years, it is 2 years less 
worse than the rest we have consid­
ered, which were defeated by margins 
of 4 to 1. 

Obviously, the fact that this is on the 
floor suggests that the committee did 
not offer any arguments as to why this 
is any better or worse than any of the 
others we have considered. I think the 
Goldilocks rationale probably is about 
the most substantive rationale for this 
that I have seen. 

Mr. Chairman, I would respectfully 
ask that the committee treat this the 
same way they have treated the others. 
Without prolonging the triviality, Mr. 
Chairman, I would just refer to the ar­
guments that have resulted in defeat of 
the others. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would like to make one final point 
today. My amendment is the only one 
that limits consecutive service in ei­
ther body. It is not a lifetime ban. This 
last election we have elected several 
former Members of Congress back to 
Congress. I think they really bring a 
unique perspective to this institution. I 
would urge my colleagues to support 
my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. FOWLER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand a recorded vote and, pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to resolu­
tion 47, further proceedings on the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] will be post­
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

D 1615 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. SCOT!' 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute 
Offered by Mr. SCOT!'. 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States: 

"ARTICLE--
"SECTION 1. No person who has been elected 

for a full term to the Senate two times shall 
be eligible for election or appointment to the 
Senate. No person who has been elected for a 
full term to the House of Representatives six 
times shall be eligible for election to the 
House of Representatives. 

"SECTION 2. No person who has served as a 
Senator for more than three years of a term 
to which some other person was elected shall 
subsequently be eligible for election to the 
Senate more than once. No person who has 
served as a Representative for more than one 
year shall subsequently be eligible for elec­
tion to the House of Representatives more 
than five times. 

"SECTION 3. This article shall be inoper­
ative unless it shall have been ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of 
its submission to the States by the Congress. 

"SECTION 4. No election or service occur­
ring before this article becomes operative 
shall be taken into account when deter­
mining eligibility for election under this ar­
ticle. 

"SECTION 5. A State may enact a term 
limit less than that provided in this arti­
cle.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from Vir­
ginia [Mr. SCOTT] and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] will each 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SCOT!']. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, as the Subcommittee 
on the Constitution heard with term 
limits, we heard testimony that several 
States have either enacted or are con­
sidering enacting term limits of less 
than 12 years. If we are going to have 
term limits, I believe, Mr. Chairman, 
that the States ought to have that op­
tion. 

As I have said, personally I think it 
is unnecessary and unwise to limit the 
terms. The voters can limit those 
terms when they see fit. Judging from 
the turnover in Congress in recent 
years, more than 70 percent of the 

House has turned over since 1990. So 
the voters seem to be doing a pretty 
good job. 

Mr. Chairman, if this resolution 
passes without my amendment, it 
would have the incredible effect of set­
ting aside the expressed representa­
tions of many States. It is obvious 
from this exercise that we have been 
going through that many States expect 
to be heard in this debate. So if we are 
to ever have any finality on this, we 
have to allow States to express their 
views and adopt limits less than 12 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

I have to rise in opposition to this 
amendment because what it does is to 
create havoc out there and a hodge­
podge system. If it were to be adopted, 
every State could adopt whatever it 
wants in the way of term limits up to 
the 12 years. We would wind up with 
some States having 12 years, I am sure 
forever, and other States having 4, 6, 8, 
who knows, for the House, and who 
knows for the Senate? 

The net result of that, I think, would 
be bad government for our country. 
There would not be any uniformity. All 
the power would flow to those States 
that were the 12-year States. 

The proponents of this say that is 
fine; it is the problem of the States, if 
they make that decision, who choose 
the lesser number. But I would suggest 
it is easier to say that than in practice 
to live it. 

In reality, many residents of those 
States that do not choose to maintain 
the higher limits, the 12 years, which is 
the number of years for the House and 
Senate in the underlying bill I have of­
fered, are going to suffer. They are 
going to suffer because the structure in 
some of those States, by initiative 
process and so forth, is such that they 
may never overcome or repeal or 
change those initiatives once they have 
adopted them for the lesser number of 
years. 

I do not think that is good. I do not 
think our Founding Fathers, as much 
as they overlooked the term limits 
issue itself, would ever want that much 
lack of symmetry. 

They envisioned a House and Senate 
that were pretty equally balanced in 
power; the States being represented by 
the Senators, who had the ability to 
take care of the small States because 
they were two from every State, re­
gardless, and the House, which was 
more of a populace-based body. They 
did not envision this breakdown into 
compartments that I have described, 
that would allow power to flow to 
States for other types of reasons, rea­
sons that are far beyond the scope of 
the original creators and founders of 
this Nation. 
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So I believe this is a very bad amend­
ment. It is disingenuous. I know that 
the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. 
SCOTT, believes in offering it for the 
reasons he has stated. I do not want to 
derogate his personal views on this but, 
generally speaking, those who do not 
favor term limits would be the ones 
who most likely would want to support 
this amendment. Those who favor it, 
and want to really get term limits out 
of here ultimately and have it passed, 
ought to be supporting the underlying 
bill and should let us go forward and 
get to that vote after we finish voting 
on all the variations of the 6 and 8 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would point out that the exercise 
that we have been through would sug­
gest that if an amendment ever passed 
that did not allow the States to reduce 
the time, we would be back here year 
after year after year. 

We have seen amendments presented 
where if we did not accept exactly the 
State language, not only the State lan­
guage but the State designation of the 
sections, using a capital "A" rather 
than a small "a" or a number 1 rather 
than an A or a B, that they will be 
back. So if we want any finality to 
this, this amendment is absolutely es­
sential. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time, 
and I urge in the strongest of terms a 
"no" vote on the Scott amendment. 

I believe it is a very ingenious 
amendment, but it is very destructive 
to the term-limits process for those 
who support term-limits. If it were to 
pass, it would be much more difficult 
for us to ever achieve a term limits 
passage through this body and through 
the Senate. 

So for those of us who support term 
limits, and many of us do in some form 
or another, this vote should be "no" on 
the Scott amendment regardless of our 
views on other matters. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chainnan, I rise in 
strong support of the Scott Amendment. 

Thousands of dedicated individuals gath­
ered signatures on petitions in parking lots 
across the country. Twenty-five million people 
have cast ballots in favor of imposing tenn lim­
its on Members of Congress from the States. 

This amendment is very similar to the 
Hilleary Amendment which was voted on in 
the 104th Congress. My version recognized 
the Federal tenn limits statutes that had 
passed in several States. My amendment was 
the only one which clearly protected the hard 
work and wishes of these people. 

Unfortunately, after the vote on the Hilleary 
Amendment, the U.S. Supreme Court struck 
down all of those State laws as unconstitu­
tional. 

While the Scott Amendment will not bring 
those State laws back to life, it will allow those 
States to have the opportunity to enact tenn 
limits that they feel is right for their federally 
elected officials. 

I support States' rights and I support the 
Scott Amendment. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support final 
passage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SCOTT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, further proceedings on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, proceedings will now re­
sume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: Amendment No. 7 
offered by the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. THUNE]; amendment No. 8 
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor­
ida [Ms. FOWLER]; and amendment No. 
9 offered by the gentleman from Vir­
ginia [Mr. SCOTT]. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. THUNE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. THUNE] on 
which further proceedings were post­
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 83, noes 342, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Armey 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bil bray 
Blunt 
Bono 
Bryant 
BUIT 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 

[Roll No. 17] 

AYES---83 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
De Fazio 

Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Ensign 
Forbes 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 

Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Ha.rma.n 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderhol t 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Ba.esler 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bl11ey 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown(OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
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Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCrery 
Mcintosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Radanovich 
Riley 

NOES--342 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 

Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Shad egg 
Smith (MI) 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 

Kennelly 
Kil dee 
.Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran(KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 



February 12, 1997 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2107 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petti 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 

Carson 
Clay 
Goodling 

Messrs. 
LATHAM 

Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 

NOT VOTING-8 
Obey 
Pelosi 
Richardson 

Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young(FL) 

Scarborough 
Young(AK) 

SAXTON, HEFNER, 
changed their vote 

and 
from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. JONES changed his vote from 

"no" to "aye." 
So the amendment in the nature of a 

substitute was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

OFFERED BY MRS. FOWLER 

The CHAIBMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIBMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIBMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 91, noes 335, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Armey 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blagojevich 

[Roll No. 18] 
AYES-91 

Bonilla 
Bono 
Bryant 
Burr 
Callahan 
Canady 
Cannon 

Chabot 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 

Cramer 
Crane 
Cub in 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deutsch 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (Wl) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 

Herger 
Hilleary 
John 
Jones 
Kim 
Klug 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Maloney (CT) 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Minge 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Pryce (OH) 

NOES---335 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hill 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Radanovich 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Riley 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Sanford 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith, Linda 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornberry 
Traficant 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
White 
Whitfield 
Young (FL) 

Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (Wl) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (Wl) 
King(NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder · 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 

Millender-
McDonald 

Miller(CA) 
Miller(FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Northup 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 

Carson 
Clay 
Duncan 

Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 

NOT VOTING-7 
Obey 
Richardson 
Scarborough 
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Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Young (AK) 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and 
Mrs. CHENOWETH changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT 

The CHAIBMAN. The pending busi­
ness is a demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SCOTT] on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the noes prevailed by a voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub­
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIBMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIBMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 97, noes 329, 
not voting 7, as follows: 
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Armey 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bil bray 
B111rak1s 
Blagojevich 
Brady 
Bryant 
Burr 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cramer 
Crane 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
Deutsch 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Etheridge 
Forbes 
Fowler 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bon1or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown(OH) 
Bunn1ng 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell 
Capps 
Card.in 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 

[Roll No. 19) 

AYES-97 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Inglis 
Jones 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
Largent 
Lazio 
Lewis (KY) 
Lo Biondo 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 

NOES--329 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 

Minge 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Riggs 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Schiff 
Scott 
Shadegg 
Sherman 
Smith (MI) 
Smith, Linda 
Talent 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Wamp 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Young(FL) 

Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
K.ildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinlch 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
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Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mica 
Mlllender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 

Carson 
Clay 
Obey 

Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(NJ) 

NOT VOTING-7 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Scarborough 
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Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vel8.zquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Young(AK) 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 10 printed in 
House Report 105-4. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. BARTON OF TEXAS 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I off er an amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des­
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. BARTON of Texas: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in­
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in­
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu­
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States within 
seven years after the date of its submission 
for ratification: 

''ARTICLE-

"SECTION 1. No person who has been elected 
to the Senate two times shall be eligible for 
election or appointment to the Senate. No 
person who has been elected to the House of 
Representatives six times shall be eligible 
for election to the House of Representatives. 

"SECTION 2. This article shall be inoper­
ative unless it shall have been ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of 
its submission to the States by the Congress. 

"SECTION 3. Election as a Senator or Rep­
resentative before this Article is ratified 
shall be taken into account for purposes of 
section 1. ". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 47, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BARTON] and a Member op­
posed will each control 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN­
GELL] and myself, who are proponents 
of the amendment, each control 71/2 
minutes, and the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. CANADY] and a Member of the 
minority party in opposition, control 
their 15 minutes and be permitted to 
yield blocks of time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, reserving the right to object, I 
will claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment, and I will be happy to 
yield to those who wish to participate. 
I have no objection to the allocation of 
the time between the two proponents. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, if the gentleman would yield, I 
am more than willing to yield all the 
time in opposition for the gentleman to 
control. I thought perhaps there might 
be a member of the minority that also 
wanted to control some of that time, 
but if obviously there is not, it is his 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas want to revise his unani­
mous-consent request? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Yes, Mr. 
Chairman. I would revise my unani­
mous-consent request and ask unani­
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] control 71/2 
minutes and yield as he sees fit; that I 
control 71h minutes in support of the 
amendment and yield as I see fit; and 
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CANADY] control the 15 minutes in op­
position. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida already has his time. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BARTON]. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DINGELL]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, prior 

to yielding myself time, I would in­
quire who is it that has the right, 
under the rule, to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CANADY] has the 
right to close. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, if Members believe in 
term limits, this is the amendment for 
them. Our existing system of term lim­
its works splendidly. They are called 
elections and have resulted in a 75-per­
cent turnover since 1990. 

With the Committee on the Judiciary 
reporting House Joint Resolution 2 
without recommendation, it is clear 
that there is no consensus as to how we 
should amend the Constitution, but a 
number of people, inside and outside 
the Congress, are in a desperate rush to 
see that such is done. 

The House, under their fiat , shall 
amend the Constitution, do so quickly, 
without regard to the wide differences 
which exist amongst even the sup­
porters of term limits. 

There is a gigantic quibble taking 
place amongst the traditional sup­
porters of term limits. They cannot de­
cide whether it should be 6, 8, or 12 
years for Members of the House. 
Should it be uniform amongst the 
States, or should the States choose for 
themselves? Should it include partial 
terms? Most importantly, should term 
limits count the service of those who 
have already served in Congress? 

I would think that we should count 
current and past service. That is why I 
have offered a bipartisan amendment 
with my good friend, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. I want to sa­
lute him and commend him as not only 
a loyal friend, but as a vigorous and 
able proponent of this amendment. 

The amendment would apply term 
limits immediately; not retroactively, 
but immediately, with regard to the 
service which Members have com­
mitted, and it would count every par­
tial election. It would ensure that the 
turnover desired by term-limit pro­
ponents is given them now. 

If this amendment is not passed, the 
proposal before us assures that the 7 
years which it takes for ratification, 
plus the 12 years which is in the pro­
posal, will give each Member 19 addi­
tional years, enough to qualify for 
their pension. 

Now, why make term limits imme­
diate? If the American people are angry 
at legislators, they are angry at to­
day's legislators, not tomorrow's, and 
changing House Resolution 2 to make 
term limits immediate should make 
sure that we are not going to hold fu­
ture legislators to higher standards 
than those to which we hold ourselves. 

Our existing system of term limits all ready 
works quite well. They are called elections, 

which have resulted in a 75-percent turnover 
rate since 1990. 

With the Judiciary Committee reporting 
House Joint Resolution 2 without rec­
ommendation, it is clear that there is no clear 
consensus on how to amend the Constitution 
to put term limits in place. Instead this effort 
seems driven by outside forces-which have 
determined that the House shall vote to 
amend the Constitution, do so quickly, and 
without regard to the wide differences that 
exist even among supporters of term limits. 

There is a gigantic quibble taking place be­
tween the traditional proponents of term limits 
* * * shall they be 6 years, 8 years, or 12 
years? Should they be uniform among all 
States, or should we let the States choose for 
themselves? Should they count partial terms? 

And, most importantly, should term limits 
count the service of those of us who have al­
ready served in Congress? 

I think we should count current and past 
service. Thaf s why I have offered a bipartisan 
amendment with the gentleman from Texas 
that would: 

Apply term limits immediately, not in a cou­
ple of decades. 

Count every partial election. 
Ensure that the turnover desired by term 

limits proponents is given to them now, not in 
as long as two decades. 

Why make term limits immediate? 
The American people are angry at today's 

legislators, not tomorrow's. Changing House 
Joint Resolution 2 to make term limits imme­
diate will make sure that we do not hold future 
legislators to a higher standard than our­
selves. 

Opponents of immediate term limits say 
they fear the massive turnover. I suspect what 
they really fear is being part of that massive 
turnover. In fact, if term limits were effective 
for the 106th Congress, at least 123 Members 
would automatically be disqualified from serv­
ice. 

Among this list of 123-besides myself-are 
19 cosponsors of House Joint Resolution 2, 
who themselves will have served an average 
of 18 years-50 percent longer than they 
would allow future legislators to stay. 

Without immediate term limits, all current 
Members can serve almost 20 more years, 
when you include up to 7 years for ratification 
by the States. 

If we are for term limits, lef s have them 
now. Vote "yes" on Dingell-Barton. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

As currently drafted, House Joint 
Resolution 2 is prospective only. That 
is , service occurring prior to ratifica­
tion of the amendment is not counted 
toward the 6-term limit. It is ironic 
that for the most part this amendment 
is held more dear by opponents of term 
limits than by supporters of term lim­
its. 

The gentleman from Michigan and 
the gentleman from Texas have been 
very candid in expressing their opposi­
tion to the concept of term limits. I ap­
preciate their candor on this. But any-

one who supports term limits should 
understand that this amendment is 
being offered by those who are opposed 
to term limits. I would ask the Mem­
bers to consider that fact and to make 
their judgment accordingly. 

With this amendment, we are far less 
likely to have an orderly process of 
transition in which people can adjust 
their expectations and move forward. 
In fact, this amendment that is being 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
and the gentleman from Michigan has 
the prospect for causing enormous con­
fusion. 

Now, personally, the adoption of this 
amendment would not affect me in the 
least. I have imposed a limit on myself, 
and I will be gone from here in 4 years. 
While I am here, however, I am com­
mitted to passing term limits and mov­
ing to final passage on the measure 
that I believe can garner the most 
votes and that can be adopted by the 
States. 

The amendment that is now before 
the House is being offered as an amend­
ment that would detract from that ef­
fort . It is an amendment that is offered 
I think quite clearly with the purpose 
of derailing the effort to establish term 
limits for Members of Congress. 

Now, it is instructive in weighing 
this amendment to examine how this 
issue has been dealt with by the 23 
States that have imposed term limits 
on their congressional delegations 
prior to the Supreme Court decision in 
U.S. Term Limits versus Thornton. 
None, none of those laws counted serv­
ice in Congress prior to the effective 
date of the State law in determining 
the number of additional terms that a 
Member could serve. 

In 1991, the voters of Washington 
State defeated a ballot initiative that 
included a retroactive term limits pro­
vision. But in 1992, they approved a new 
term limits measure that would not 
apply retroactively. 

Congress and the courts generally op­
pose retroactive legislation because it 
tends to create instability. It tends to 
deprive individuals and parties of rea­
sonable notice and protection for their 
reasonable expectations. 

The Constitution reflects this bias 
against retroactive laws by prohibiting 
both the Congress and the States from 
enacting any ex post facto laws. We 
need to keep in mind that we are 
amending the document which sets 
forth the basic framework of our gov­
ernment. History teaches us that rati­
fications become a permanent part of 
that document. 

Under the Constitution, I think it is 
also important for us to understand, 
and under this proposal that is being 
considered now, 7 years is a maximum 
time period for ratification by the 
States. That is contained within the 
gentleman's proposal. Once the amend­
ment is approved by the Congress and 
sent to the States, ratification may 
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take place as little as 2 years from 
now, or it may never be ratified at all. 
Conceivably, it could be ratified in less 
than 2 years. Once ratified by the 
States, the amendment goes into effect 
and the 12-year clock begins to par­
ticular. 

In other words, the time limit in the 
underlying text, like the time limit in 
all of the State-passed time provisions 
prior to the Thornton decision takes 
effect upon enactment. If it is ratified 
by the States in 2 years, it takes effect 
in 2 years. If it is ratified in 5 years, it 
takes effect in 5 years, and so on. 

The argument that has been made 
here assumes that the full 7-year pe­
riod that is allowed in the underlying 
amendment will be utilized. Well, that 
could happen, but that is not nec­
essarily the case. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge Members 
to oppose this amendment and would 
again point out to all of the Members, 
if you are for term limits, you should 
not vote for this amendment. This is 
an amendment that is designed to de­
rail the effort to enact meaningful 
term limits. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida mischaracterizes my position. I 
am not an opponent of term limits. I 
have opposed the provisions that re­
strict the House to three 2-year terms. 
I am a proponent of six 2-year terms, 
and I am also a proponent of letting 
the States take different positions, but 
I am not an opponent of the six 2-year 
terms. So he mischaracterizes my posi­
tion. I would not be a supporter of this 
amendment if I did not believe in term 
limits. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
ll/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS], my good 
friend, the ranking minority member 
of the committee. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, we 
have now come to a very curious part 
in the proceedings for today. All the 
term limits have been voted down over­
whelmingly, and now this one is now 
presented by the Dean of the House, 
and we are told now that if Members 
are for term limits, then vote this one 
down too. 

The gentleman says, this one should 
go down because it is retroactive, but if 
I heard Chairman DrnGELL correctly, 
he said that it took effect immediately 
and is not retroactive. So I think that 
we should get this terminology 
straight now. 

Now, why is this amendment derail­
ing to the process of the people that 
support term limits? Can somebody ex­
plain that to me? That because the 
Dingell amendment suggests that it 
take effect immediately, that that is 
thought to be in bad faith? Why? 
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that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CANADY] suggests that this is a derail­
ing amendment is that many of the 
people who are supporting the base 
amendment, their time will have ex­
pired. Is that the reason we are accus­
ing this amendment as being in bad 
faith? I do not quite follow this. 

This amendment is, I think, issued in 
good faith. The only difference is that 
term limits would begin immediately, 
and not prospectively. I urge the Mem­
bers' careful thinking and consider­
ation. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds, just to respond to 
what the gentleman from Florida had 
to say. 

Mr. Chairman, term limits; if Mem­
bers are for term limits and they really 
mean it and they want it to take effect 
immediately, this amendment is for 
them. If Members want term limits to 
take place in 19 years, 7 years for rati­
fication, 12 years following, so that 
they can have a secure and happy ca­
reer in this institution, then by all 
means oppose the amendment and by 
all means support the resolution as it 
is drawn. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a real test of 
the sincerity of those who say they are 
for term limits. If Members are sincere, 
support the amendment. If they are 
not, oppose it. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out 
the gentleman's amendment, the 
amendment we are considering now, 
might not be ratified for 7 years. So 
the idea that if we pass this here and 
they pass it in the Senate, all of a sud­
den we are going to have term limits, 
that is not so. It could take 7 years for 
that. That is just part of the process. 

I have a question, Mr. Chairman. Let 
me ask the gentleman this. If the 
House and Senate propose this and 
send it to the States in the form the 
Members are suggesting, and the 
States are considering it, and then on 
September 1 in the year 2000, when the 
38th State ratifies your amendment, 
what would happen? What would hap­
pen? 

We would have a situation in which 
elections had been taking place, pri­
maries had gone on, qualifying and 
close, in the vast majority of the 
States, and candidates would be run­
ning for office. Your amendment would 
come into effect and there would be ab­
solute chaos. Can the gentlemen tell 
me why that is not a prospect of what 
would happen under this amendment? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, first I would point out to the gen-

tleman that under our amendment, 
retroactivity means that whenever-

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, I would be 
happy to yield to the gentleman to ex­
plain the scenario I have just outlined 
and why that is not a problem. If he 
has a response on that, I am happy to 
yield to him. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the gen­
tleman will yield, I will give him an ex­
plicit response. The term they are then 
serving would count, plus any prior 
terms would count. If that term you 
were in plus prior terms equaled six 
terms, you would not be eligible for re­
election. You would be able to serve 
out that term. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. So, under 
that scenario, Mr. Chairman, individ­
uals who had qualified under the laws 
of their States, individuals who had 
been nominated by their parties to 
stand for election, would stand dis­
qualified as of that date, and there 
would be a wild scramble all over the 
country to fill in those slots. I do not 
think that is an orderly way to go 
about business. That is a flaw in the 
amendment that I suggest has not been 
adequately considered. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin­
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
POSHARD]. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DrnGELL]. I have 
taught history and government, and I 
have, perhaps, a different perspective 
on the stance of our forefathers. I be­
lieve when we take into consideration 
the totality of their beliefs, they un­
questionably believed in the concept of 
the citizen legislator. I believe they 
felt we should train ourselves for a pro­
fession, we should leave that profession 
for a time and serve in the national as­
sembly, and then we should exit here, 
allowing other people with different 
backgrounds, different experiences, dif­
ferent problem-solving skills, to bring 
that experience to the problem-solving 
of the Nation. 

Because I believe in this concept so 
strongly, in 1988 when I ran for Con­
gress, I said to those whom I sought to 
serve, if I am fortunate enough to be 
elected for five terms in the national 
assembly, I will at that point in time 
quit. This is my last term in the na­
tional assembly. I am thankful to have 
served here for five times. 

But let me deal with this idea of ex­
perience, because I have heard it men­
tioned here on the floor several times 
today. Experience one gains here as a 
Member of this august body is cer­
tainly important, but the experience 
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one brings here from one's chosen pro­
fession and experience is equally im­
portant. It is the latter experience that 
perhaps needs to be infused into this 
assembly on a more frequent basis than 
our present system allows. 

Notwithstanding the wisdom of the 
author of this amendment and the 
great contribution that he has made to 
this assembly because of his experi­
ence, I believe, on balance, that our 
Government would better be served by 
a reasonable limit upon our service 
here, along the same lines we have cho­
sen to limit other offices at both the 
State and Federal levels. 

Mr. Chainnan, I rise in support of the legis­
lation before us to limit the tenns of Members 
of the U.S. House and Senate. 

I know this position puts me at odds with 
many of the very distinguished Members of 
this body, Members whose service has been 
very meaningful for our Nation. But as a 
former civics teacher who spent hours at the 
blackboard talking with my students about our 
system of government, I am convinced that 
our Founding Fathers had a citizen-legislature 
in mind when they designed our system. And 
they meant for us to be citizen-legislators, who 
would leave our profession for a time to serve 
in the national body, then return home as 
someone else made their contribution. 

When I first decided to run for Congress, I 
decided that if the people of Illinois were will­
ing to allow me to serve for five tenns, or 10 
years, that would be the limit of my service. I 
established a self-imposed 10-year tenn limit, 
and I will be leaving the Congress at the end 
of this session. I will miss serving the people 
here in Congress, but I am absolutely con­
vinced it is the right decision for me, and the 
right decision for our system. 

We need to make sure the system is open 
to teachers, small business owners, police offi­
cers, and retired folks who want to run for of­
fice and make a difference. Currently, with our 
fatally flawed system of financing campaigns, 
and with the advantages of incumbency, we 
draw from a very narrow pool of people who 
can realistically make a run for office. You ei­
ther have to spend years working in the party 
structure, or else have a lot of your own 
money to spend, if you are serious about mak­
ing a run for office. That is not the way it was 
meant to be. 

Limiting the tenns of Members will help us 
restore the concept of a citizen-legislature. Re­
forming our campaign finance system will be 
another step in returning the process to the 
people. Done in tandem, we just might be able 
to reverse the growing trend of cynicism re­
garding this great and honorable institution. 

Voluntary tenn limits works for me, and I 
would encourage my colleagues to take a look 
at how that notion works within their own 
thoughts regarding service in the Congress. 
But until that becomes the rule rather than the 
exception, I believe we must act to constitu­
tionally limit our tenns. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. BLUMENAUER]. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly object to the characterization 
of this bill as an effort to derail term 

limits. My goodness, nobody could de­
rail term limits more than the so­
called proponents have done today. 
Item after item after item has bit the 
dust. This is the one chance to pass a 
piece of legislation that will in fact 
provide term limits. 

There will be no chaos. We will have 
2, 3, 4, 5, 7 years before it goes into ef­
fect , and then it will only impact peo­
ple who have been here a dozen years, 
plenty of time for grown-ups to manage 
a transition. What this is about is to 
avoid the game playing that we have 
seen. 

If Members believe in term limits, 
come forward with the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan, vote for 
this, put it out, get rid of the profes­
sional politicians, and find out if that 
is what the American people want, find 
out if that is what the people here 
want. But for heaven's sakes, stop the 
game playing. Vote for the 
antihypocrisy amendment that is be­
fore us now. I strongly urge Members' 
support. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ENGEL]. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Dingell-Barton 
amendment, not as an ardent supporter 
of term limits, but as a supporter of 
fairness and truth and honesty. If we 
are going to pass a constitutional 
amendment on term limits for future 
Members of Congress, let us make sure 
it also covers current Members. Let it 
be immediate. 

Some of my colleagues here in the 
House have had the opportunity to 
serve this body for 20 years or more. 
Many of them will be voting for a term 
limits amendment today, but not the 
Dingell-Barton amendment. Mr. Chair­
man, I ask these long-serving Members, 
if they believe in term limits why have 
they served for so long? Why do they 
not want this to apply to them? Why 
do you want it to apply only to the 
next generation? 

Many proponents of other term lim­
its amendments describe those of us 
who did not support those amendments 
with words such as " arrogance" and 
"hypocrisy. " I would say to them that 
the true arrogance is in support of 
term limits which are not applied im­
mediately, and will allow them to 
serve 12 or 19 extra years on top of the 
20 or so they have already served. If six 
terms is appropriate for future Mem­
bers, then it must be applicable to 
those of us who are currently serving. 

If we are to limit the fundamental 
rights of all Americans to elect their 
representatives, we should do it with­
out a hint of the hypocrisy that sug­
gests that term limits are good, but 
not now, and only for the next genera­
tion of Congress Members. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a little bit puz­
zled, as we get into this debate, about 

the use of the word "hypocrisy. " I am 
a sincere supporter of term limits. I 
think the Dingell-Barton amendment 
is the closest to the spirit of the peo­
ple. In my town meetings and in my 
public meetings with constituents, 
they are very adamant that the prob­
lem they are attempting to solve is the 
problem of entrenched incumbency, es­
pecially Congressmen and Congress­
women who serve a long tenure in 
Washington and are out of touch with 
their constituencies. 

The way to address that is through a 
retroactivity clause. Members can 
argue whether they want three 2-year 
terms in the House or six 2-year terms, 
or two 4-year terms, but I do not think 
they can argue this. If they support 
term limits, they should support that 
they be retroactive, so we can go at the 
problem immediately, which is incum­
bents who are out of touch. The Din­
gell-Barton amendment does that. 

If it were to pass and be ratified, 
whenever it was ratified, anybody who 
had served 6 years prior to their cur­
rent term or were in their sixth term 
would not be eligible for reelection im­
mediately. It is that simple. It is a sin­
cere attempt to address the problem 
the people want addressed, which is re­
moving an entrenched incumbency 
that is out of touch in Washington, DC. 

I believe that this amendment has an 
excellent chance to get a majority. I 
would encourage all my Republican 
friends who voted for the other term 
limit amendments to vote for this one, 
and I would encourage my friends on 
the Democratic side to support the 
dean of the delegation of the House of 
Representatives, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] and support 
this. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] . 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, two 
things. First of all, the gentleman from 
Florida characterized this amendment 
as being antiterm limit. To the 2 mil­
lion people who live in the city of 
Houston, the fourth largest city in our 
Nation, retroactive term limits or term 
limits which are effective immediately 
are term limits. That is what they 
voted for in 1991. We have not seen the 
city of Houston fall into chaos as a re­
sult of it. The city of Houston is get­
ting along just fine, thank you. 

Second of all , if we look at the facts 
of the situation, the American people 
are already utilizing what is available 
to them. More than half of the Mem­
bers of the House have served 6 years 
or less. Less than half of the Members 
have served more than 6 years, and a 
third of the Members have served more 
than 12 years, so every other bill we 
have voted on today would give Mem­
bers a minimum of 13 years more. That 
is subterfuge. That is a fraud on the 
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American people. This is the only bill 
that says we will have real term limits, 
that we will have them right now. That 
is what we ought to vote for. 

If Members are for term limits, vote 
for the Barton-Dingell bill. If they are 
against term limits, then Members can 
vote for all the other bills. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield 1 minute of my remaining 
2 minutes to my distinguished friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from the 
great State of Texas and the city of 
Houston [Mr. GENE GREEN]. 

Mr. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Chair­
man, I thank the gentleman for yield­
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to support 
this bipartisan amendment. I served 20 
years in the legislature in Texas and 
only 13 in the State house and 7 as a 
State senator, but every election since 
I have been in Congress I have had an 
opponent, so I am not going to stand 
here and say that I think term limits 
are something that are that important, 
because I think the voters have a shot 
at us every time. 

But if we are going to do it, let us be 
intellectually honest and say it ought 
to cover GENE GREEN on my 2 terms I 
have already served. If 12 years is a 
magic number, then I should only be 
able to serve 8 more years, if the voters 
continue to send me back. 
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That is why I think the Barton-Din­

gell substitute is the only one that is 
really intellectually honest, Mr. Chair­
man. 

I would hope that a lot of Members 
would recognize that, along with the 
people out in the countryside who feel 
like term limits are necessary, that 
they would say, if 12 years is magic, in 
12 years you should go home and do 
your job, something else, then that 
should apply to those of us who have 
served here 2 terms, three terms or 10 
terms, and that way it would cover it. 
That is why I am proud to support the 
Barton-Dingell amendment. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to show my re­
spects to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE], the full committee chair­
man, and to the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. CANADY], subcommittee chair­
man, for their efforts to bring some 
focus to this debate. I recognize the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN­
GELL], my good friend, for cosponsoring 
the amendment. 

There is nothing magic about this. It 
is pretty straightforward. Term limits 
main purpose is to get entrenched in­
cumbents out of office as quickly as 
possible so that there is turnover. 

There is one better way to do that. 
That is to support retroactivity. If my 
colleagues support what their people 
support, vote for Dingell-Barton retro-

active term limits and let us send it to 
the States for ratification, if the Sen­
ate goes along and sends it out with a 
two-thirds vote and the House of Rep­
resentatives. 

This is not a sham amendment. It is 
a serious amendment. It is a chance to 
get a majority vote, to be the vote on 
final passage. We need everybody who 
is for term limits to vote for it, and 
then we will beat the requirement for 
two-thirds on final passage. 

I want to thank the Chair for his ex­
cellent handling of the proceedings in 
this part of the debate, also, the gen­
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1112 minutes. 

I want to utter great respect for the 
distinguished gentleman from Florida 
who has handled this bill. I want to ex­
press my personal sorrow that he finds 
so few who are ready to stand with him 
in opposition to this amendment. 

The amendment is very simple. It 
says that term limits take place imme­
diately upon ratification of the States, 
not 19 years later. I believe that that is 
the way it should be. If we are really 
for term limits, then let us have term 
limits immediately. Let us not allow 
ours to remain around here in some 
cynicism, building our seniority, col­
lecting seniority and eligibility for 
pensions. Let us just simply say that, 
if the people wanted term limits and 
they wanted them now, they should 
have them now. 

I think that there is some arrogance 
on the part of any Member to go home 
and say how he is for term limits when 
in fact he is for term limits 19 years in 
the future, as it is under the legislation 
before us. Let us have term limits im­
mediately. Let us not debase the propo­
sition of term limits by deceiving the 
people that in fact there is going to be 
term limits but at some distant and in­
definable future time. Let us have it 
immediately. 

If term limits are good, they should 
in fact go into effect at the earliest 
possible time. That is the proper and 
the responsible vote. Vote for term 
limits now. Do not vote for term limits 
in the future. If we are really for term 
limits, let us have them now, not at 
some distant and obscure time in the 
foggy future. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not utilize all 
the time because I think we have ex­
hausted this. I will note that there 
have not been many Members who have 
spoken against this amendment, but 
there were 287 Members who voted 
against this amendment in the last 
Congress. I fully expect that we will 
have about that many voting against 
it. We will find out in a few moments. 
The vote on the amendment in the last 
Congress was 135 in favor and 287 
against. I think that is some indication 

that this may not be the most viable 
means for actually moving forward 
with term limits. 

It might be desirable to move up the 
effective date, concede that argument 
to the gentleman. I do not think that 
is necessarily true. Certainly the way 
this amendment is formulated it will 
cause great, potentially great confu­
sion because we could have a situation 
in which the amendment was ratified 
and became effective right in the mid­
dle of an election cycle when can­
didates who had already been nomi­
nated for office when qualifying had 
closed, those candidates would be 
thrown out as candidates, the whole 
electoral system would be up in the air. 

That has happened to a certain ex­
tent in certain States because of things 
Federal courts have done. I do not 
think that is the kind of confusion that 
we should allow for in a constitutional 
amendment. I think that is a serious 
flaw of this amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
assure the gentleman that he can sur­
vive the confusion when the courts do 
it. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, the other 
point that I will make is that, when 
the people in the States have dealt 
with this issue, they have not seen fit 
to impose this sort of requirement that 
the sponsors of this amendment seek to 
impose. As a matter of fact, as I said 
earlier, when this issue was dealt with 
by the 23 States that imposed term 
limits on their congressional delega­
tions prior to the Supreme Court deci­
sion in U.S. Term Limits versus Thorn­
ton, none of those States counted serv­
ice in Congress prior to the effective 
date of the State law in determining 
the number of additional terms that a 
Member could serve. 

The fact that the people in those 
States did not view this as such an 
overwhelming issue, I think, is instruc­
tive to us. I think the people in their 
wisdom understood that it would take 
some time to make adjustments and to 
not disrupt the legitimate expectations 
of people so that we could have an or­
derly process of transition. That is 
what the people have done. 

I would simply suggest again that, 
although I respect the intention of the 
gentlemen who are offering this 
amendment, I think it is unfortunate 
that the word "hypocrisy" has been 
bandied about out here. That is not a 
word I would use with respect to any 
proposal or certainly any Member. I 
think the intention of the gentleman 
from Michigan and the gentleman from 
Texas is very honorable. But I believe 
that the way we are going to move for­
ward with enacting term limits is not 
through this amendment. 
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I believe that the adoption of this 

amendment would effectively derail 
this effort. The fact of the matter is, 
that is shown by the vote in the House 
2 years ago when only 135 Members 
supported this amendment. So if Mem­
bers are serious about term limits, 
they should focus on these facts and se­
riously consider what will be effective 
and what will work. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, is the 
gentleman suggesting in his recent dis­
course that most of the voters that 
want term limits would be unhappy 
with the immediacy provision that the 
Dingell amendment provides? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, I think that 
the voters would not be pleased with 
the potential disruption and disorder 
that could be caused by the adoption of 
this amendment. Again, I point to the 
experience in the States where, in the 
initiative process, where the people 
were deciding in many cases the form 
of the amendment that they would 
place on the ballot in those individual 
States, they did not provide for the 
sort of retroactivity that is provided 
for in this amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. He 
has been very gracious in conducting a 
very fine debate here. 

I would just observe that during the 
time that the States prepared their 
ratification, Members could, of course, 
prepare for the consequences of the 
amendment on which we are now vot­
ing. In other words, if it took 7 years 
for the States to ratify, Members could 
have 7 years during which they could 
run, during which they could make ar­
rangements to seek other office, during 
which they could make arrangements 
for their retirement. There is no dis­
order here. We have the period between 
the time that the House and the Senate 
passed the legislation and the time 
that it is ratified by the States. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, I will ac­
knowledge that Members could adjust 
their expectations based on the pos­
sible adoption of the amendment. The 
fact of the matter is, this amendment 
could be ratified in the middle of an 
election season and cause disruption 
because if it went to the States, the 
disposition in the States would remain 
uncertain for a period of time, I would 
expect. Once ratified, it would become 
effective immediately and candidates 
who had been nominated, who had 
qualified, were standing for office, 
would be thrown out of contention for 
office and the whole electoral process 
could be thrown up into question. 

Quite frankly, I do not think that is 
the sort of result that the gentleman 
from Michigan would intend, but the 
amendment is not drafted in a way 
that takes that possibility into ac­
count. I think it is flawed in that re­
gard. But, again, I make the point that 
when the people have considered this 
issue in the various States, they have 
not adopted a provision such as that as 
suggested today. I believe that the pur­
pose of advancing term limits will be 
advanced by the rejection of this 
amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, my friend from Florida, who 
has been very responsible here, has one 
error in his reasoning. He keeps aver­
ring to the fact that the public in their 
referenda rejected this. But the public 
in their referenda have generally voted 
for 6 years so the gentleman, if he is 
going to invoke the moral influence of 
the referenda, then he cannot argue for 
his 12-year position. It is true, 
referenda have said, do not make it ret­
roactive, but they have also said over­
whelmingly 6 years. What is the ref­
erendum, something you can turn on 
and off like a faucet? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, the States 
have adopted different limits in dif­
ferent States. In my own State of Flor­
ida it was 8 years and 12 years. I voted 
for it. I voted for the 8 year and the 12 
year. I have supported that throughout 
the process. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will con­
tinue to yield, he is speaking in favor 
of a 12-year limit. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Chairman, I think it is 
apparent that this is not an amend­
ment that is going to be effective in ad­
vancing the movement to establish 
term limits. I will not talk about Mem­
bers' motivation. I think that the ef­
fect of this is what we should be con­
cerned about. That effect is obvious. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, if the criterion is who is 
being ineffective in advancing term 
limits, the gentleman's side wins. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, the 
bottom line is that a vote for this 
amendment is going to get us less 
votes on final passage for term limits. 
It is going to set back the cause of 
term limits. There are going to be 
fewer Members voting for it and a no 
vote is what we should have. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, earlier today we heard arguments from 
Members of Congress from Arkansas, from 
Colorado, from Idaho, from Missouri, from Ne-

braska, from Nevada, and from South Dakota. 
Each of the Members from these States made 
passionate arguments of why we should adopt 
their individual States' versions of term limits. 

They each asked us to adopt these indi­
vidual versions so that they would not have to 
go back to their States and tell their constitu­
ents that they did not support the version of 
term limits that the people of their State re­
quired them to support. 

It is evident that we can not adopt all of 
these different versions of an amendment to 
the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a compromise that will 
not only satisfy the concerns of Arkansas, Col­
orado, Idaho, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, 
and South Dakota. My compromise amend­
ment speaks to the concerns of all Americans 
who either support or do not support term lim­
its. 

We can send to the States a single amend­
ment in the form of a resolution which would 
satisfy the concerns of each of the States. 

Mr. Chairman, this motion to recommit, 
House Joint Resolution 2, allows each State of 
the people thereof, to proscribe the maximum 
number of terms to which a person may be 
elected to the Senate or House of Represent­
atives. 

It is an amendment which gives power to 
the States from which each of us comes, to 
decide for themselves whether they want to 
limit the number of terms that a Member of 
Congress may serve and if so, what the max­
imum number of terms the States want to pre­
scribe. 

There is no doubt that we should not be in 
the business of limiting the choice of the 
American people. We should be inclusive and 
not place limitations on the ability of the Amer­
ican people to vote for the Congressperson of 
their choice. 

However, if there is to be a decision as to 
who will prescribe the maximum number of 
terms which a person from a particular State 
may serve in the House or Senate, then the 
States are in a better position to make this de­
cision on behalf of the residents of that State. 
The States must decide for themselves the 
maximum number of terms that a Member of 
Congress from that particular State should 
serve, not Congress. This fundamental change 
in the framework of the Constitution must 
come from the individual States that combine 
to make the United States of America. Our 
"more perfect Union" is a Union of the States, 
not a Union of the Congress. 

The Supreme Court, in U.S. Term Limits, 
Inc. versus Thorton, has made it clear that, 
without an amendment to the Constitution, the 
States do not have the authority to impose 
term limits on Members of Congress. Con­
sequently, now that we are in the amendment 
phase of crafting a solution to the issue of 
term limits, the argument can be made that 
this is a power that should be given to the 
States because of the inherent local interest of 
the people in a particular State to have effec­
tive representation. 

Currently, the States are prepared to make 
this decision. No less than 23 States passed 
proposals affecting the terms of Members. It is 
evident that the people of these States know 
what the best course of action for their State. 

If we are to have an amendment which lim­
its the terms of Members of Congress, then 
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we should allow the States to be equal part­
ners in that decisionmaking process. While we 
are a body of national sovereignty, the sov­
ereignty of the States must not be ignored. 
We must not dictate to the States the param­
eters by which elected officials in each State 
will serve their constituency. The sovereignty 
of each individual State cries out to be in­
cluded in this fundamental process of rep­
resentation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute to House 
Joint Resolution 2 and allow the States to de­
cide the maximum number of terms that a 
Member in the House or Senate may serve. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi­
tion to the resolution and the amendments 
thereto. 

I do so because I believe that term limits 
are a poor substitute for real solutions to the 
problem of noncompetitive elections. I support 
a number of initiatives to achieve the same 
goals as the amendment without limiting vot­
ers' ability to support the candidate of their 
choice. 

I strongly support limiting the amount of time 
a Member may serve as a committee or sub­
committee chair. I believe that congressional 
gridlock, porkbarrel spending, and logrolling is 
largely rooted in the inner power circles of the 
institution and the domination of the legislative 
process by entrenched committee and sub­
committee chairmen. In the past, certain indi­
viduals have served as the head of a par­
ticular committee or subcommittee or sub­
committee for decades. 

At the beginning of the 103d Congress, I 
succeeded in having a 6-year committee and 
subcommittee chairmanship limitation included 
in the substitute House rules package pro­
posed by the then minority Republicans. Un­
fortunately, this substitute was defeated on a 
largely party-line vote. 

On the first day of the 104th Congress, 
however, the House passed this limitation and 
included an 8-year limit on the tenure of the 
Speaker. This rule also applies in the 105th 
Congress as it was retained in the package 
we adopted on January 7. By preventing any 
one individual from controlling a committee for 
more than 6 years, this important reform will 
have much the same effect as an overall term 
limit provision. And it has been adopted and is 
in effect now without amending the Constitu­
tion. It will go far to take the weight out of se­
niority and ensure that the committees are 
continually energized with new leaders and 
fresh ideas. 

This provision will affect me personally. I be­
came chairman of the Appropriations Sub­
committee on Labor, Health and Human Serv­
ices and Education at the beginning of the 
104th Congress, but I will be ineligible to 
serve in that capacity after the 106th Con­
gress. 

In my opinion, we must also reexamine the 
method by which we draw congressional dis­
tricts in order to solve the problem of non­
competitive elections. Congressional districts 
are frequently drawn in order to be politically 
safe for one party or the other. That is, they 
are drawn so that they are overwhelmingly 
populated by either Democrats or Repub­
licans. As a result, it is difficult for a challenger 
from the other party to get elected. In my opin-

ion, our election laws should better take into 
account the need to encourage competitive 
districts. 

This issue, and other problems with the 
electoral process, must be considered by Con­
gress as part of a legislative and election re­
form package. I strongly supported the effort 
to enact campaign finance reform legislation 
during the 104th Congress and was dis­
appointed by the failure of Congress to adopt 
such legislation. 

Many elections have become big business 
for political consultants who market candidates 
in a way which ignores important issues and 
turns off large segments of the electorate. I 
support the enactment of legislation to curtail 
contributions from political action committees 
[PAC's], promote small instate contributions, 
and close numerous loopholes in current law 
which allow independent expenditures and the 
use of so-called soft money. I also believe we 
should strongly consider establishing cam­
paign spending limits that are low enough to 
squeeze the professional marketers out of our 
election process and force candidates to re­
turn to elections characterized by active per­
sonal campaigning, volunteer participation, 
and attention to the issues. 

Even in the absence of term limits, turnover 
in the House remains fairly high. In the past 
1 O years, about two-thirds of all Members of 
Congress have been replaced, and over half 
the Members of the House have served less 
than 5 years. I support measures to level the 
playing field for challengers without changing 
the Constitution or limiting the choices avail­
able to American voters. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is 
on the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair­
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 152, noes 274, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Armey 
Barcia 
Ba.ITett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bil bray 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 

[Roll No. 20] 

AYES-152 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
Delahunt 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fa.IT 
Fattah 

Forbes 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Goode 
Graham 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Harman 
Hefner 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 

Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
Mcintyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Minge 
Moakley 
Moran (KS) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Ba.IT 
Barrett (NE) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bono 
Borski 
Boyd 
Brown(CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clement 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Dia.z-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
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Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neumann 
Ney 
Olver 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Reyes 
Rogan 
Royce 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Schiff 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Sherman 

NOES-274 

English 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 

Shimkus 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith, Adam 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Upton 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wise 

Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
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Porter Schaffer, Bob Tauzin 
Portman Schumer Thomas 
Price (NC) Serrano Thompson 
Quinn Sessions Thune 
Rahall Shaw Torres 
Ramstad Shays Traflcant 
Rangel Shuster Velazquez 
Regula Skaggs Vento 
Riggs Skeen Visclosky 
Riley Skelton Walsh 
Rivers Smith(NJ) Wamp 
Roemer Smith (OR) Waters Rogers Smith (TX) 

Watkins Rohrabacher Smith, Linda 
Watt (NC) Ros-Lehtinen Snowbarger 

Rothman Snyder Watts (OK) 

Roukema Spence Weldon (PA) 

Roybal-Allard Stabenow Weygand 
Rush Stark White 
Ryun Stenholm Wicker 
Salmon Stokes Wolf 
Sanders Strickland Woolsey 
Sawyer Stump Wynn 
Saxton Sununu Yates 
Schaefer, Dan Tauscher Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-7 
Carson Richardson Young (AK) 
Clay Scarborough 
Obey Solomon 

D 1800 
Mr. HERGER changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. COX of California and Mr. WAX­

MAN changed their vote from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to shorten the time that we have 
in here, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS] and I both be permitted to 
strike the last word one time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I hope the Speaker is 

satisfied now. He promised that the 
first thing we would vote on would be 
this constitutional amendment. I trust 
he is satisfied that he has made us do 
that. 

And so now we gather here this 
evening, the only thing left is the 
McCollum amendment which would 
allow all of us to serve for almost two 
decades before it would take effect. 
And in an amazing act of inconsist­
ency, the term limits supporters have 
just voted down the Dingell amend­
ment, the only substitute, and with 
that vote said that term limits should 
not apply to any sitting Member for 
about 19 years. Great work. 

As it has been said eloquently so 
much by the chairman of Judiciary, 
like the famous prayer of St. Augus­
tine who said, "Dear God, make me 
pure, but not now." When an eight­
term Member of the other body can 
claim to support term limits, I think 
we have a little problem about credi­
bility. The proponents of this measure 
want it, but do not want it to apply to 
themselves. 

So we voted down, with the highest 
vote of the day, by 152 votes, the one 
unhypocritical amendment on this sub­
ject. But we have also voted down 
seven of the almost same identical 
amendments all day long. We have 
made a mockery of this process. 

The problem is that term limits are 
no longer an issue to the public. Do 
you not get it? Two-thirds of the Mem­
bers here have not been here three 
terms. That is why it is not working 
here. That is why nobody is worried 
about it anywhere that used to be wor­
ried about it. In the last 6 years, we 
have had a nearly two-third turnover 
in the House. There is simply no re­
maining rationale for term limits. 

But term limits does not create jobs, 
increase our standard of living, deal 
with the campaign finance scandal. 
And so if the majority, if the Speaker 
were really interested in dealing with 
the advantages of incumbency, as he 
says he is, we would be voting on cam­
paign finance reform, not term limits, 
as the very first measure that we con­
sider in the Congress. 

I have not quoted Robert Novak re­
cently, but he states that, you read it, 
"This reveals the hypocrisy under­
scoring the avowed support of term 
limits by congressional Republicans. 
Like their Democratic counterparts 
who frankly and honestly oppose the 
limits, the Republicans are profes­
sional politicians who enjoy the good 
life in Washington." That is a quote. 

I am still bipartisan. This proposal 
has not been sincere from the begin­
ning, with supporters of it not wanting 
to apply it as late as the year 2016 rath­
er than right now. 

Now, me, I oppose hypocritical term 
limits and unhypocritical term limits. 
I oppose all term limits. And so I would 
ask that all of us here at the close of 
this debate join in finally rejecting the 
base bill that will now be voted on of­
fered by my friend the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to address the body 
about where we are at this moment. We 
are about to take a vote on final pas­
sage of the underlying bill, House Joint 
Resolution 2, and the way that is going 
to happen is that I am not going to 
offer the amendment that I have, the 
substitute amendment, because no 
amendment that was proposed today 
received the 218 votes to supplant the 
underlying bill or to require us to offer 
the underlying bill as an amendment. 
And so this is the last debate we are 
going to have today on the question of 
term limits. 

What we are talking about voting 
upon in a moment is the one propo­
sition that for the foreseeable future 
has any chance of ever becoming a part 
of the Constitution of the United 
States to limit Members of the House 
and Senate. It will be only the second 

time Members will get to cast a vote in 
the history of this country on term 
limits and have it mean something. 

In the last Congress, we had this vote 
on this precise 12 years in the House, 12 
years in the Senate, and there were 227 
Members of the House who voted for it. 
I am a little fearful today we may not 
get 227 because of the State initiatives 
that were on the ballot in 9 States that 
we know resulted in a series of 7 extra 
votes here today. 

But I think we should point out a 
couple of things at this point in time. 
Not a single proposal today on the 
floor of the House for 6 years or 8 years 
or allowing the States the option of de­
ciding the number of years that we 
would have for term limits received 100 
votes. Not a one got 100 votes. I believe 
there are far more than 200 Members, I 
think there are far more than 227 Mem­
bers in this body who are for term lim­
its, and if they had their free will and 
did not have the scarlet letters to be 
put beside their name in these 9 States 
if they voted for this 12-year proposal 
on final passage, they would vote for 
this and we would have well over the 
227, though we would fall short of the 
290 supermajority required to pass a 
constitutional amendment. 

Why is this important? It is very im­
portant because term limits is impor­
tant, because better than 70 percent of 
the American people still believe, as 
they have for years, that we ought to 
limit the length of time Members of 
the House and Senate serve. It is im­
portant because they understand, as we 
should, that only by voting for this 
term limits proposal today and in the 
future getting it into the Constitution 
can we ever alter the problem that be­
sets this body and the other of too 
many of our Members too often, too 
frequently voting because they are con­
cerned about being reelected and be­
cause of the interests they are trying 
to please rather than for the delibera­
tive process and the good of the coun­
try as a whole, which I think most of 
us come here with that in mind to do. 
It is not an affliction of each and every 
vote, but it is an affliction all too 
often. 

I think it has been best described in 
The Last Word column that I commend 
to all Members to read in this week's 
Newsweek Magazine by George Will. It 
is an excellent column both on the rea­
son why we need term limits and also 
on the reason why the U.S. Term Lim­
its effort in these States' initiatives is 
going to cause indigestion and probable 
defeat for this for a long time to come 
if they get their way. 

It is also important to respond to the 
critics who say, well, there are some of 
us who do not ever want to really see 
it, or we have had a lot of turnover 
anyway; three-quarters of the body 
have turned over in the last couple of 
years. 

It is true, we have had good turnover, 
but the problem is that for those who 
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stay here, the power rests with them. 
We all know we will always have some 
version of a seniority system in every 
legislative body and those who stay 
here and do not turn over are the ones 
who have the power as chairmen of 
committees and the leadership. The 
only way that we can limit that power, 
the only way that we can end the ca­
reerism that is the orientation of all 
too many Members who come here is 
by passing a constitutional amendment 
to limit the terms of Congressmen. And 
the only one that has the power and a 
chance of passage in this body and the 
other body any time into the foresee­
able future is the one that I am pro­
posing today that we are about to vote 
on. That is 12 years in the House and 12 
years in the Senate, six 2-year terms in 
the House, two 6-year terms in the Sen­
ate. 

0 1815 
Mr. Chairman, in the strongest of 

terms, if in my colleagues' conscience 
they can get away with it in any way 
to avoid those State initiatives for 
anyone who supports term limits, I 
urge them to vote for it. This should 
not be the last vote on term limits. 
History should not record that we only 
had two Congresses, the 104th and the 
105th, that voted on it. History should 
record that we made progress with 
every Congress through the 104th, the 
105th, the 106th and whatever is nec­
essary until that 290 votes were 
reached in the House and 67 in the Sen­
ate and that ultimately this body and 
that body of the other body passed a 
term limits constitutional amendment 
and sent it to the States for ratifica­
tion. It is what the public wants, it is 
the right thing to do, it is what our 
Founding Fathers, if they were here 
today, would want us to do to keep bal­
ance proper in this country and to let 
us vote our consciences the right way 
as the greatest deliberative body in the 
world. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote for 
the term limits, 12-year provision, the 
underlying bill, on final passage. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur­
ther amendments, under the rule the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
UPTON] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con­
sideration the House Joint Resolution 
(H.J. Res. 2) proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United 
States with respect to the number of 
terms of office of Members of the Sen­
ate and the House of Representatives, 
pursuant to House Resolution 47, he re­
ported the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or­
dered. 

The question is on engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-yeas 217, nays 
211, not voting 6, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilbray 
B111rakis 
Blagojevich 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Brady 
Brown(OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 

[Roll No. 21) 

YEAS-217 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Glllmor 
Gingrtch 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mcintosh 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 

Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riggs 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 

Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown(CA) 
Brown(FL) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 

Carson 
Clay 

White 
Whitfield 
Wolf 

NAYS-211 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kilpatrick 
King(NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKinney 
Meek 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Mlller (CA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran(VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Northup 
Oberstar 
Olver 

NOTVOTIN~ 

Obey 
Richardson 

Young (FL) 

Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith(NJ) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Towns 
VeLizquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weygand 
Wicker 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Scarborough 
Young (AK) 

Mr. CAMP changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof), the joint resolution was 
rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak­
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re­
marks on House Joint Resolution 2. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak­
er, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 52) and 
I ask unanimous consent for its imme­
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol­
lows: 

H. RES. 52 
Resolved, That the following named Mem­

bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the 
following standing committees of the House 
of Representatives: Committee on Small 
Business: Mr. Hill, and Mr. Sununu. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
SHOULD BE A TOP PRIORITY 

(Mr. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, in 
this past election season spending lev­
els for Federal elections shattered all 
previous records, at nearly $2 billion. 
The President and our leadership met 
yesterday and agreed on five priority 
items for this Congress, but guess what 
was missing? Campaign finance reform. 

Let me make a suggestion. As David 
Broder noted in today's Washington 
Post, the reason campaigns are so ex­
pensive is because television adver­
tising costs so much. That is why I 
have reintroduced H.R. 84, the Fairness 
in Political Advertising Act. It would 
reduce the cost of elections by requir­
ing television stations to make free 
time available to both candidates as a 
condition of the stations renewing 
their licenses, and I urge my colleagues 
to join me on this bill. 

I challenge the leadership to make 
campaign finance reform a priority and 
to enact the Fairness in Political Ad­
vertising Act. Democracy should not 
cost $2 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting the ar­
ticle referred to earlier for inclusion in 
the RECORD: 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 12, 1997] 
A TV TIME BANK FOR CANDIDATES 

(By David S. Broder) 
When you're trying to figure out one of 

those interlocking wooden puzzles, some-

times it helps to turn it upside down. That is 
what happened to me one morning recently 
when I had breakfast with Reed Hundt, the 
chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

The topic was campaign finance legisla­
tion-or so I thought. But when I remarked 
that the history of campaign finance laws 
and regulations was fraught with unintended 
consequences, Hundt immediately corrected 
me. "We're not talking about campaign fi­
nance legislation." he said. "We're talking 
about giving candidates and voters more ac­
cess, and these measures have almost always 
succeeded. The Voting Rights Act has been a 
success. The provisions that allowed presi­
dential debates have worked." 

Hundt's point was this: For decades, the 
campaign finance debate has focused on the 
source and volume of funds-the supply side 
of the problem. Government has attempted 
to regulate who could give (and who could 
not), the size of their contributions and, to 
the extent the courts allowed, the amount 
candidates could spend. 

Hundt suggested that we turn the problem 
around by asking where the money goes and 
whether that cost can be reduced, i.e., exam­
ine the demand side of the equation. 

The answer is obvious. Most of the money 
goes into buying television ad time. Cam­
paigns are expensive because television costs 
so much. 

In 1996, Hundt encouraged former Wash­
ington Post reporter Paul Taylor's founda­
tion-financed campaign to persuade tele­
vision and cable operators to make small 
blocks of free time available to the presi­
dential candidates. Taylor had some success, 
but never got the broadcasters to agree on a 
single time when all viewers would find the 
candidates talking directly to them. 

Now Hundt is promoting a radical expan­
sion of Taylor's "free time" proposal. He 
thinks broadcasters should be required to do­
nate almost $2 billion worth of commercial 
time to a "political time bank" that would 
be available free to candidates for federal 
and state office. 

That sounds like a huge burden to impose, 
but Hundt points out that the estimated $1.8 
billion of paid political ads in the 1995-96 
election cycle was only 2.5 percent of the tel­
evision ad revenue in that period. 

He also noted that, under a law passed last 
year, the government is about to hand broad­
casters a gift of incalculable value in the 
form of a new spectrum of digital TV chan­
nels which can be used for movie theater­
quarterly programs or for a wide variety of 
other high-fidelity communications. 

Last week, Hundt's longtime friend, Vice 
President Al Gore, made that point a matter 
of administration policy-without endorsing 
Hundt's specific proposal. "Digital tech­
nology," Gore said, "will greatly enhance 
the opportunities available to broadcasters 
to utilize multiple channels. The public in­
terest obligations should be commensurate 
with these opportunities." 

Hundt has found one ally high up in the 
broadcasting industry. Barry Diller, who has 
been a key player for years and now heads 
his own company that controls a number of 
TV stations and the Home Shopping Net­
work, told an industry convention in New 
Orleans last month that in return for the gift 
of the new digital TV spectrum, "I propose 
that we take sole responsibility for the cost 
of airing all political advertising messages 
for all government candidates and to use this 
lever as the impetus to abolish all forms of 
the current system of political contribu­
tions." 

Diller conceded that it "would cost us over 
a billion dollars in lost revenue" in the peak 
year of each election cycle. "But," he added, 
"it would also radically change the nature of 
our rotten political fund-raising system." 

Advocates of some campaign finance bills 
are considering a way to incorporate the 
"free time bank" into their proposals. Tay­
lor will hold a conference on the subject in 
Washington next month. But he and Hundt 
both concede this is not a panacea. 

Important policy and administrative issues 
would remain: Could independent groups buy 
time for "education" or "independent ex­
penditure" campaigns? Who would divvy up 
the "time bank" among the thousands of 
Democratic and Republican candidates in 
each election? If the national parties con­
trolled the time, how would dissident or 
maverick Democrats and Republicans fare? 
And how would minor parties be protected in 
the allocation of time? 

These are all important questions. But this 
proposal offers a way to reduce the costs of 
campaigns drastically by eliminating or 
greatly slashing the expense of television ad­
vertising. It deserves to be part of the com­
ing debate. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SNOWBARGER). Under the Speaker's an­
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog­
nized for 5 minutes each. 

TRIBUTE TO JANE CLAYTON 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAPPAS] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past 16 years, the residents of Mon­
mouth County, NJ, have had the great 
fortune to have Jane Clayton serving 
as their county clerk. Day in and day 
out Jane has brought the highest de­
gree of professionalism to this office. 
Jane's community service and involve­
ment spans over 3 decades and has 
touched too many people to count. 
Aside from her service as county clerk, 
she had been a county freeholder and 
served on numerous boards and coun­
sels. 

It would take hours to list the nu­
merous activities that Jane has given 
her time to over the past 30 years, so 
while I will attempt to touch upon just 
a few. She has served on the Monmouth 
County Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council, County Detention Center's 
board, County Planning Board, County 
Election Commission, board of direc­
tors of the County Council of Girl 
Scouts, and the board of directors of 
the county United Way, to name just a 
few. 

The businesslike approach to govern­
ment that we in Congress strive to 
bring to the Federal Government, Jane 
Clayton has brought to the office of 
county clerk. To Jane, the people of 
the county are customers and her goal 
has been to bring the highest degree of 



2118 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 12, 1997 

service to these customers. She treats 
the taxpayers' money as she would her 
own. She has rooted out waste in her 
office and, by all accounts, has made it 
a model for others to follow. Wash­
ington could learn a lot from Jane 
Clayton. 

Today, the public's perception of pub­
lic servants has become tarnished due 
to scandals and back-door deals. If ev­
eryone in public office had the profes­
sionalism and high ethical standards 
that Jane Clayton does, I am sure that 
public office holders would be held with 
only the highest regard. She is admired 
and respected both as a public servant 
and person. 

The quality of Jane's work has not 
gone unnoticed over the years. Several 
organizations have recognized her out­
standing service and efforts by choos­
ing her as their woman of the year. The 
March of Dimes, Zonta International, 
Association of Retarded Citizens, Big 
Brothers/Big Sisters, the County Coun­
cil of Girl Scouts and the Monmouth 
County Fireman's Association are just 
a few of the groups that have recog­
nized what so many of us see on a daily 
basis. 

During my time as a county 
freeholder, I remember that Jane used 
to send around calendars with the his­
tory of the U.S. flag. Jane has an 
unyielding desire to share her knowl­
edge with others and this was just one 
small example. 

More than a public servant, Jane has 
been a devoted mother and grand­
mother. I often wonder how she finds 
all the time while doing everything so 
well. Often it is said that you cannot 
be everything to everyone, but if there 
was someone who came close, it would 
be Jane Clayton. 

The legacy of Jane Clayton will not 
go forgotten. How appropriate that the 
archive record retention center in 
Manalapan Township which she helped 
create will serve as the ideal place to 
record her own years of service as well 
as the service of so many others in the 
county of Monmouth. 

We are sad to lose Jane in the clerk's 
office and wish her well. The standard 
that she has set over the past decade 
and a half will be the bar for all future 
clerks to reach for. 

I guess the greatest accomplishment 
that anyone in public service can have 
said about them is that they have 
made a difference. Jane, you have 
made a difference, in our county and in 
our lives. 

I join the people of Monmouth Coun­
ty in thanking the Honorable Jane 
Clayton, my friend and colleague, for 
her service. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor a good friend and great 
public servant-Monmouth County Clerk Jane 
Clayton-who just recently retired from her po­
sition after 16 years of dedicated service. 

Monmouth County, NJ, has had the great 
benefit of having Mrs. Jane Clayton as our 

county clerk from 1980 to just a few weeks 
ago. Jane took that office and transformed it 
into the fiscally conservative success that it is 
today-all the while ensuring that our rich his­
tory and record of efficient services remains 
intact for our children, grandchildren, and their 
children to enjoy. 

Before serving Monmouth County as clerk, 
Jane was a county freeholder in the late 
1970's. She has held a variety of offices be­
fore county clerk-including serving on the 
boards of the County Criminal Justice Coordi­
nating Council, the County Detention Center, 
the County Planning Board, and the Mon­
mouth Museum Board of Trustees. 

Over the years, Jane and I have worked on 
countless projects together. Particularly mo­
mentous to both Jane and me was the unique 
effort between the county and Federal levels 
of government to acquire an absolutely beau­
tiful mural of the Battle of Monmouth for the 
headquarters of the Monmouth County Library. 
This project was especially important, as the 
Federal Government rarely works with an indi­
vidual county to provide them with such things 
as the artwork that we now have in Monmouth 
County. 

Jane has also been successful in getting 
modem technology to improve the records 
system for the county archives. As Monmouth 
County was host to Revolutionary War Bat­
tles-such as the Battle of Monmouth-we 
have a wealth of history that needs to con­
tinue to be available for all who wish to learn 
more about our great area. 

Jane has been given countless awards for 
her numerous years of service-including hon­
ors from the March of Dimes, the Monmouth 
County Fireman's Association, and the Mon­
mouth Council of Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts. 
Jane has a record of excellence that many in 
central New Jersey are thankful for. 

Monmouth County is a great area with many 
different communities and neighborhoods. 
From our part of the Jersey Shore, to towns 
like Millstone and Allentown, Jane pleased 
nearly everyone in her service as county clerk. 

I'm already missing Jane Clayton, as she 
retired on December 31, 1996 after many 
years of hard work. I respect Jane for not only 
her topnotch performance as county clerk­
but also her knowledge and involvement in 
Monmouth County. 

We have a lot to be thankful for in Mon­
mouth County: Great little towns, good roads, 
great services, excellent land management, 
good businesses, and a county clerk second­
to-none. 

Thanks again, Jane, for everything you've 
contributed to Monmouth County. I look for­
ward to seeing you back home-because I 
know that you'll still be a staple of the Fourth 
District. From all of us in the Fourth District 
and Monmouth County-Jane-4>est wishes 
and know that your hard work is and will al­
ways be deeply appreciated. 

0 1845 

REBUli.JDING AMERICA'S INFRA­
STRUCTURE THROUGH PUBLIC­
PRIV ATE PARTNERSHIP 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today I 
introduced four bills that I hope will 
add to the dialogue about the Federal 
Government's role in establishing pub­
lic-private partnerships to leverage 
both public and private investment in 
America's infrastructure. 

Congress has recognized that our Na­
tion simply does not have the resources 
to fix and rebuild all of our schools, our 
highways, mass transit facilities, envi­
ronmental infrastructure, ports and 
airports and other infrastructure facili­
ties. Public-private partnerships hold 
great potential in helping to fill this 
estimated $30 billion to $80 billion in 
annual Federal investment, a shortfall 
in America's infrastructure. In the 
process we have the opportunity to cre­
ate hundreds of thousands of new jobs. 

Congress started to address the idea 
of leveraging both public and private 
investments in infrastructure during 
the debate over the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 
In addition to promoting discussion 
about innovative financing tools, the 
legislation granted to States the au­
thority to establish something called a 
State infrastructure bank, or an SIB, 
in cooperation with the Department of 
Transportation. 

The Department of Transportation 
has now enabled 10 States to establish 
the State infrastructure banks, which 
are intended to attract both public and 
private investment in transportation 
infrastructure. These entities, the 
State infrastructure banks, are funded 
using an allotment from the States' 
Federal transportation apportion­
ments. 

The success of the newly created 
SIB's is limited by undercapitalization 
and an inability to leverage projects 
other than highway and mass transit 
infrastructure. The bills that I offered 
today will try to provide several solu­
tions for addressing these weaknesses 
in a constructive and cost-effective 
manner. 

Building on the effectiveness of the 
financial mechanisms created by these 
State infrastructure banks, I intro­
duced four bills that will greatly ex­
pand the role of these kinds of entities 
and are related to public-private part­
nerships. 

The first bill is the State Infrastruc­
ture Bank Expansion Act, which works 
by studying ways to expand the use of, 
and to increase the capital, the money, 
for these State infrastructure banks. 

The second bill, the National Infra­
structure Development Corporation 
Act, creates a Federal entity that func­
tions much like these State creations. 

The third bill, the Public Benefit 
Bonds Innovative Financing Act, cre­
ates a new form of infrastructure bond 
that can be purchased by institutional 
investors. 
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The last bill, the National Infrastruc­

ture Development Act, ties the two lat­
ter vehicles together as a comprehen­
sive approach to leveraging public and 
private investments in infrastructure. 

The first bill, the State Infrastruc­
ture Bank Expansion Act, directs the 
Secretary of the Treasury, in coopera­
tion with heads of other Federal de­
partments, to study the way in which 
the State Infrastructure Banks can be 
expanded. The purpose of the study is 
to determine whether the State banks 
could be used to finance projects out­
side of the realm of transportation, so 
that we can include other areas that 
could be utilized by the State bank. 

I also reintroduced the National In­
frastructure Development Act. This 
bill uses two financing mechanisms to 
attract private capital. First, the Na­
tional Infrastructure Development Act 
creates a new category of a revenue­
neutral bond called a public benefit 
bond. These are tax-exempt bonds 
which can be used by investors to at­
tract capital for infrastructure devel­
opment. 

The act would also create a Govern­
ment-sponsored corporation that would 
have the same kinds of functions as a 
State Infrastructure Bank, but with 
expanded authority. The lending cor­
poration would eventually become 
fully privatized once it has the capital 
it needs by way of returns on its infra­
structure investments. 

What I want to do with these bills is 
to open up a bipartisan discussion 
about the ways in which we can create 
the most effective financing tools for 
rebuilding America's infrastructure. In 
the era of declining Federal budgets, 
what we need to do in an effort to try 
to create jobs, we need to create these 
jobs and at the same time to try to 
save the Federal Government money. 
We need to have private financing 
tools, private investment, in investing 
in America's infrastructure. 

Today there are many, many Amer­
ican corporations who are investing in 
infrastructure in Third World coun­
tries. What we want to do is to try to 
capture some of those investment 
funds and have them invested right 
here in the United States, where we 
can rebuild our schools, our roads, our 
bridges, our mass transit system, our 
rail system, our airports, our environ­
mental facilities, and in the process, 
create hundreds of thousands of new 
jobs. 

I urge my colleagues to study the 
bills over the coming weeks and 
months. I hope they will be able to 
demonstrate their support for these 
kinds of public-private partnerships. I 
thank the Members for their consider­
ation. 

HOW DO WE KEEP SOCIAL 
SECURITY SOLVENT? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER]. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITHJ is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, this is Ryan Hemker from Quincy, 
MI, coming in from my Michigan Sev­
enth Congressional District as a page, 
so Ryan is going to help me flip these 
charts. 

Social Security is developing into an 
issue which more and more people are 
realizing has very serious con­
sequences. We are talking about the 
question now of should we continue to 
dip into the Social Security trust fund 
to use for current other Government 
spending. What I want to talk about is 
how do we keep Social Security sol­
vent, and is there a currently a real 
problem with Social Security? 

As we see by this first chart, Social 
Security is now the largest spending 
item in the Federal budget. This past 
year it was $347 billion larger than the 
defense bill, larger than the other 12 
discretionary spending bills, of course 
larger than Medicaid or Medicare or 
the other entitlements. Interest on the 
public debt, and that interest includes 
the money that has been borrowed 
from the Social Security trust fund, 
now takes up 15 percent of the Federal 
budget. 

Let us go to the next chart. The next 
chart shows part of the problem. Our 
birth rate is going down and people are 
living longer, and that means that the 
expense that we are paying into the 
cost of Social Security is going up. 

Since those figures in billions are so 
huge, I brought it down to a minute 
out of every day. Right now we are 
spending $661,000 a minute, $661,000 a 
minute to pay Social Security benefits. 
But spending per minute in the year 
2030 is going to be $5,717,000. It is going 
from $600,000 to over $6 million in these 
next few years. 

That is because more and more peo­
ple are living longer, the birth rate is 
going down, and as the next chart 
shows, we are seeing that for Ameri­
cans, when Social Security started in 
1935, the average age of death was 63 
years old. Now the average age of death 
is 74 years old, but if you happen to 
reach 65 and start collecting those ben­
efits, then the average age of death for 
that person that reaches 65 years old 
goes up to 84 years old. 

As people live longer and the baby 
boomers retire to expand that senior 
population, we see the increase on this 
chart, that seniors are increasing at 
the rate of 108 percent between now 
and 2040, where workers that are pay­
ing in to pay for those benefits with 
their Social Security taxes are only in­
creasing at the rate of 23 percent. 

Let me stop and pause here a minute 
to stress the fact that this is a pay-as­
you-go program. Current workers pay 
their taxes to pay the benefits for cur­
rent retirees. That is the way it is now. 
That is the way it always has been. 

There is no savings account. We talk 
about the trust fund, but the trust fund 
is only the surplus in every month 
when those Social Security taxes come 
in. If you subtract the benefits that are 
paid out, you have a little surplus, es­
pecially since we started increasing the 
Social Security taxes in the last 15 
years. That surplus is what goes into 
the Social Security trust fund. Now 
there is $540 billion in that trust fund, 
and it is a problem, because we are 
even using that money for other Gov­
ernment expenditures. 

I have proposed legislation that stops 
the Government from using that sur­
plus money. That is a start. As we see 
on the number of people, the number of 
workers that are working, that are 
paying in their taxes to support each 
retiree, in 1950 we had 17 workers pay­
ing in their taxes to support each re­
tiree. In 1996 we had three workers. By 
the year 2029, we are only going to have 
two workers that are going to be asked 
to pay enough taxes to support each re­
tiree. 

Look, anybody under 55 years old had 
better seriously look at changing the 
Social Security system. It needs chang­
ing. Politicians can no longer bury 
their heads in the sand and pretend the 
problem does not exist. 

Just let me flip through these charts. 
Right now we expect to take in less tax 
revenues than is required for the pay­
out in 2011. However, Dorcas Hardy 
suggests that it could happen, and we 
could essentially be in bankruptcy or 
having less money than required for 
the payouts as early as 2005. We cannot 
wait to solve this problem. After that, 
the red part shows how huge the defi­
cits are going to be, up to $400 billion 
a year in today's dollars. 

So far we have relied on tax increases 
to cover the problems of Social Secu­
rity, so we have gone from 2 percent of 
the person's payroll, and now we are up 
to over 12 percent. In fact, if we look at 
the tax increases since 1970, we have 
had tax increases 36 times. There has 
to be a change. I ask everybody to take 
a look at my bill. It is not the perfect 
solution. Let us take it up the flagpole, 
start shooting at it, but let us no 
longer ignore the real problem with So­
cial Security. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks on the subject of the special 
order given today by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. PAPPAS]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. ls there 
objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
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THE PRESIDENT'S OBSESSION 

WITH EDUCATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from Texas [Mr. GREEN] is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Mr. Speak­
er, earlier this week the Washington 
Times reported on President Clinton's 
obsession with education, when he was 
at the Maryland State Assembly ear­
lier this week. I am happy to note that 
he is also obsessed with a competitive 
America in the future , and obsessed 
with giving children the opportunity 
for an education. 

Although the Times, I think, meant 
it as an insult, I would be glad to ac­
cept this characterization with honor. I 
would hope that all Members of Con­
gress, including my Republican col­
leagues, would be obsessed with edu­
cation. 

During the State of the Union, Presi­
dent Clinton set the tone for the sec­
ond term by indicating that education 
will be his top priority. The President's 
education agenda is ambitious, but I 
believe we are up to the challenge. Two 
key elements of the President's plan 
are already part of the Democrat's 
family first agenda, the $10,000 tax de­
duction for tuition and training, and 
the 2-year $1,500 HOPE scholarship. I 
will continue to work with the Presi­
dent to ensure that college will be 
made more affordable for working fam­
ilies. 

The President also stressed the im­
portance of every child reading inde­
pendently by the third grade and every 
child knowing algebra by the eighth 
grade. Ensuring that these goals are 
met requires more attention and re­
sources focused on early childhood 
training and childhood education. 

The President puts his money where 
his mouth is by proposing to expand 
Head Start to cover 1 million children 
by the year 2002. The President also 
recognizes the need to give disadvan­
taged children the help they need in 
order to succeed in school. Part of that 
effort is the President's budget would 
allow for $7.5 billion in requested aid 
for title I funding for elementary and 
secondary schools. This is an increase 
of over $347 million over the funding 
for 1997. 

Title I supplements local school ef­
forts to improve reading and math 
skills of students who are at risk of 
school failure. This program serves 6.8 
million disadvantaged children annu­
ally, and helped the students in my 
29th district, that I am honored to rep­
resent, to improve their basic skills 
performance. 

In fact , Monday of this week, I was at 
a school in Galena Park School Dis­
trict and talked with the principal and 
the teachers and the students about 
the importance of title I funding at 
that particular elementary school. 

Title I is successful, and even my Re­
publican colleagues on the Committee 

on the Budget agree. In their analysis 
of the President's budget, the Com­
mittee on the Budget reports the fol­
lowing about title I , the Title I Pro­
gram. This program, title I basic 
grants, is one of the most important 
Federal programs for local schools. I 
hope my colleagues remember this 
statement during the appropriations 
process. 

I am especially proud that the Presi­
dent has chosen to use the formula 
that we developed in the 103d Congress 
to improve the way title I grants are 
distributed. 

D 1900 
Our formula provides greater funding 

levels to counties with high numbers or 
percentages of children who are living 
in poverty. Texas and States like ours 
that have a large population of dis­
advantaged children will benefit from 
this formula. 

On Tuesday, Secretary of Education 
Richard Riley will give his state of 
American education address. I am 
proud to participate in Houston as a 
host of the satellite uplink of the Sec­
retary's speech. The fact that we will 
be able to watch the address via sat­
ellite at Channelview High School is a 
testament to the benefits of one of 
President Clinton's 10 points he out­
lined in the State of the Union Ad­
dress, the value of bringing technology 
into our schools. 

Channelview Independent School Dis­
trict has built a state-of-the-art high 
school to educate children for the 21st 
century. That money was local money 
that they voted themselves to build a 
state-of-the-art high school for their 
children to be educated for the next 
century. 

As Americans, we are leading the 
way in showing how our global class­
room is a better educated classroom. 
The Internet and satellite communica­
tions expand learning beyond the class­
room, the classroom setting. In 
Channelview High School they have 
that. Every school, every room is capa­
ble of having Internet capabilities in 
Channelview High School. 

The value of technology is best ap­
preciated when it builds on the founda­
tion of essential skills. I am looking 
forward to hearing Secretary Riley's 
state of the America education address 
and look forward to working to im­
prove our schools based on standards of 
excellence to help States and school 
districts cope with the growing elemen­
tary and secondary enrollments and to 
modernize our schools for the 21st cen­
tury. 

Yes, we should all be obsessed with 
education. 

EDUCATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New 

Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi­
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I want to spend some time dis­
cussing the topic of education in the 
105th Congress. I just heard my col­
league from Texas and the emphasis he 
put on education, and obviously the 
President has stressed it as his No. 1 
priority. He did so in the State of the 
Union Address just last week. The 
Democrats, of course, as part of their 
families first agenda that they put 
forth in the last Congress have contin­
ued to prioritize education as an issue 
that the Congress must address that in 
particular should be addressed as soon 
as possible. 

The President and congressional 
Democrats have basically developed a 
very sweeping plan to make invest­
ments in every level of the Nation's 
education. And in so doing, Democrats 
have also filled the void that I think 
has existed since the opening days of 
this session. 

I should say by contrast that so far 
we have seen very little in terms of 
specifics from the Republican side of 
the aisle. We really have no indication 
of whether they are going to be recep­
tive to the President's or the Demo­
crats ' education agenda. I was cer­
tainly disappointed today when, rather 
than spend time on a substantive issue 
such as education, the Republican lead­
ership brought forward votes on the 
term limits. We spent the entire day 
arguing over term limits. 

I would say that there are many peo­
ple in Congress that think term limits 
are important and certainly it deserves 
to be debated on the House floor. But I 
think it borders on irresponsibility to 
waste time examining term limits 
when there are issues of true impor­
tance awaiting consideration such as 
the President's education agenda. 
Term limits do not teach children to 
read. They are not going to help repair 
our decaying schools or meet the rising 
cost of college. 

I would also point out that hopefully 
we are beyond the situation that we 
faced in the last Congress where the 
Republicans were attacking Federal 
education with unprecedented vehe­
mence upon assuming the majority for 
the first time in 40 years. Two years 
ago, the Speaker proposed the largest 
education cuts in history and voted to 
slash, basically put forward an agenda 
to slash education programs by 15 per­
cent or $3.6 billion. Local school dis­
tricts across the country braced for 
and eventually suffered the worst pur­
suant to that GOP agenda in the last 
Congress. They actually forced Govern­
ment shutdowns that delayed the abil­
ity of school boards to plan for the 
coming academic year. Among the bil­
lions of dollars that the Republicans 
wanted to cut from longstanding and 
successful Federal programs in the last 
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Congress was a $1.2 billion cut in title 
I, basic grants. 

They of course started to receive a 
lot of objection from the public about 
those cuts. Eventually they were re­
stored after, I think, they realized that 
the American people did not want, did 
not want to see the kinds of cuts in the 
title I basic grants program. I thought 
it was rather interesting that just re­
cently Chairman KASICH's Committee 
on the Budget praised the very pro­
gram it advocated gutting in 1996, not­
ing that title I is, quote, "One of the 
most important Federal programs for 
local schools." 

I guess we have to say at least we are 
happy that now we see the Republican 
leadership saying that these education 
programs are important, and hopefully 
the kind of cuts and the shutdowns 
that we saw in the last Congress are 
behind us. 

Let me just say that the President's 
budget puts forth or the President puts 
forth a 10-point plan to invest in edu­
cation, the one that he detailed in his 
State of the Union Address. It really 
looks at every aspect of education, 
whether it is preschool, whether it is 
secondary school education or college 
education and the cost of college edu­
cation. 

The new education plan essentially 
addresses most of the, or many of the 
pressing problems that face the coun­
try today in terms of our educational 
system. Because some 40 percent of the 
Nation's fourth graders are reading 
below the basic level, the President has 
proposed the America reads challenge 
to ensure every child can read inde­
pendently by third grade. Because 
some 60 percent of the Nation's schools 
are in need of major repair or outright 
replacement, the President has pro­
posed a school construction initiative. 
And because the cost of college con­
tinues to outpace the rate of inflation, 
Democrats have proposed tax breaks to 
help parents and students pay college 
tuition. 

So if we look at this 10-point plan, 
which I will develop a little more as we 
go on this evening, we can see that it is 
an effort really to address education 
needs at every level. 

Again, I hope that we see the Repub­
lican side of the aisle recognize that 
these initiatives are important, that 
they can make a difference and that we 
move forward with this education 
agenda. Instead, as you know, last, in 
the last session of Congress, we saw the 
GOP leadership going so far as to actu­
ally not only talk about massive cuts 
in education and voted for them but 
even talk about dismantling the De­
partment of Education. Again, I hope 
that the effort to say that we do not 
need a Federal Department of Edu­
cation goes the way of all these mas­
sive cuts that they were proposing in 
the last term. Instead we see some real 
progress in trying to move on some of 
these education initiatives. 

I would like now, if I could, to yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
one of the new Members from Massa­
chusetts. I know he is very concerned 
about the education issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MCGoVERN]. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey for his leadership and for his 
passion on this issue of education and 
for arranging this special order today. 
There is no issue more important fac­
ing this country than the issue of edu­
cation. 

I believe, as I know the gentleman 
from New Jersey believes, and I hope 
every Member of this House believes 
that every child in America deserves to 
have access to a quality education, an 
education that must be affordable. 

Every child in America deserves to 
go to school in buildings that are regu­
larly maintained and every family 
needs to know that when their child 
graduates from the third grade, he or 
she will be able to read. I commend the 
President for setting that national 
standard. 

Every family needs to know that 
when their child graduates from the 
8th grade, he or she will be able to do 
advanced math like algebra. In today's 
world, every child deserves to go to a 
school that is hooked up to the inter­
net and has access to electronic inf or­
mation resources. 

We are in a global economy. There is 
no way we are going to be the eco­
nomic superpower of the 21st century 
unless we have a well-trained work 
force. That requires that we have a 
work force that is literate in computer 
technology. 

Every family needs to know that 
when their son or daughter graduates 
from high school, they will be able to 
afford the rising costs associated with 
the next stage of their education. 

Our President proposed real solutions 
to each of these challenges in his State 
of the Union address last week. I 
strongly support the President's edu­
cation agenda, and I will fight, along 
with the gentleman from New Jersey 
and so many others on our side of the 
aisle, we will fight tooth and nail to 
ensure that this Congress makes that 
agenda its number one priority. 

I want to share with you this evening 
why I feel so passionately about these 
education priorities. Education is an 
issue that touches me on a very per­
sonal level. My two sisters are teachers 
in the Worcester public school system. 
Through them, I have come to under­
stand the selfless dedication that our 
Nation's teachers demonstrate every 
day of the week. I know from watching 
my sisters how extraordinarily hard 
our teachers work to keep students en­
gaged and interested in complex sub­
jects and how utterly devoted they are 
to making sure their students make 
the grade. 

But from traveling throughout my 
district, I also understand that teach­
ers and students are working against 
tremendous odds. I have seen teachers 
working to bring their students into 
the information age under conditions 
that are much closer to the stone age. 

One morning I asked a teacher in my 
district what he could do with 20 com­
puters in his classroom. He raised his 
eyebrows and turned around and 
looked at me and quietly pointed to 
the fact that he only had one electric 
socket in his entire classroom. Build­
ings in my district and buildings 
throughout this Nation need signifi­
cant rehabilitation and in some cases 
complete rebuilding before our stu­
dents can hope to be launched into the 
information superhighway. 

This is one of the reasons I was so 
pleased to hear President Clinton an­
nounce his proposal for $5 billion in 
subsidies to leverage $20 billion in 
school construction. Every Member of 
this Congress knows firsthand how 
badly our local school districts need 
help in bringing our public school 
buildings up to power. 

We cannot ask great things from our 
students without providing them a 
safe, stable environment in which to 
learn and grow. I want you to know 
that the third district of Massachu­
setts is blessed with many fine institu­
tions of higher learning. We have some 
of the finest colleges and universities 
in the world located in my district. 
They are the greatest natural resource 
for both educational and economic re­
newal that I can imagine. 

The key is to make these institutions 
accessible and affordable to every hard­
working family in central and southern 
Massachusetts and throughout the 
country. As I have spent time talking 
to families throughout my district, I 
have come to realize the rich diversity 
of our area. Families of all back­
grounds and all incomes, young people 
with every interest and talent each 
face a similar challenge, how do I pay 
for college. 

Some families seek to send their kids 
to a four-year university, others a com­
munity college, still others a voca­
tional or technical school. Every fam­
ily I meet is gravely concerned about 
the skyrocketing cost of college tui­
tion, the shrinking amount of funds 
available for student aid and the in­
tense pressure to balance the need for a 
college education with a host of other 
pressing economic needs. 

I am proud to say that our President, 
President Clinton, must have listened 
to the families across this Nation be­
cause his call for action on education 
speaks directly to the needs I hear 
from the residents of Worcester and 
Fall River and Attleboro and Medway 
and Franklin and so many towns 
throughout my district. As I talk to 
Members in this Chamber, they are 
hearing the same message from their 
districts. 
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The President has asked Congress to 

increase both the number and the level 
of Pell grant funds and to provide tax 
relief to families with kids in college, 
either through a tax credit or a tax de­
duction. 

Mr. Speaker, education is a very per­
sonal issue for me. It is a critically im­
portant issue in my district, and it is 
now a national priority of the highest 
order. For our children's future and for 
the future economic well-being of our 
Nation, I hope that every Member of 
this House, regardless of party affili­
ation, will support the President's call 
to action on education. We owe it to 
ourselves, we owe it to our country, 
and most important, we owe it to our 
children. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer­
sey again for his leadership on this 
issue. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to commend the gentleman for 
particularly making reference to the 
higher education initiative that the 
President has put forward. Because as 
much as I think that all parts of his 10-
point plan are significant, the higher 
education initiative I think is particu­
larly important because all we hear 
constantly or at least I do, and I am 
sure you do, from our constituents is 
how difficult it is to afford to send 
their children to college, whether it is 
public or private school or whether it 
is two years or four years or a graduate 
or professional school. 

Basically what the President is pro­
posing here is building on existing pro­
grams like the Pell Grant Program, 
like the Work Study Program, like the 
Direct Student Loan Program, and try­
ing to make those programs more ac­
cessible to more people, but at the 
same time coming up with new initia­
tives in terms of the tax deductions 
and the Hope Scholarship Program so 
that there are even more, if you will, 
opportunities, expanded opportunities 
to pay for higher education. 
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I know that certainly in his first 

term, in his first 4 years as President, 
and obviously with the cooperation of 
the Congress, he was already able to 
make some expanded opportunities 
available with the AmeriCorps pro­
gram, basically allowing students to 
work to pay back their student loans. 
And even with that, we constantly hear 
the need for more expanded opportuni­
ties for higher education. 

Right now that is the education issue 
that I hear the most about, even 
though the others, I am sure, are just 
as important. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I could not agree 
with him more. The reality of the econ­
omy that we are faced with now is it is 
a global economy. We are going to need 
to have a work force that is well edu­
cated, that is able to take advantage of 

higher education, and in that spirit we 
must make it affordable to families 
and to young people and to adults who 
want to further their education. 

I was particularly excited about the 
President's State of the Union Address 
because he said education is his No. 1 
priority. Well, it is my No. 1 priority, 
and should be the No. 1 priority of ev­
eryone in this Congress. We will not be 
the economic superpower in the 21st 
century unless we have a well educated 
work force. We will not effectively 
combat problems like crime, we will 
not effectively deal with issues like 
welfare reform, unless we deal more ef­
fectively with the issue of education. 

I think if this President's legacy is 
that he goes down in history as the 
education President, truly the edu­
cation President, where he expands 
educational opportunities for our 
young people, where he improves the 
quality of schools at our elementary 
and secondary level, I think he will go 
down in history as one of the greatest 
Presidents we have had. So I am ex­
cited about his agenda. 

I agree with the gentleman especially 
on higher education. I have talked to 
countless families who say to me that 
they have a couple of kids of college 
age who are looking at various col­
leges, and they are looking at the costs 
of tuition and the cost of board and the 
cost of books, and they cannot figure 
how they are going to finance it. 

The gentleman knows know as well 
as I do there are a lot of families out 
there now that are just basically sur­
viving, people working two or three 
jobs just to make ends meet, who do 
not have much of a savings, and they 
welcome this kind of tax relief, the 
grants the President has proposed. 
They welcome it because it will open 
up opportunities for their kids. 

I think every parent wants the very 
best for their children. I think if we 
enact the President's agenda here, we 
will help a lot of families realize that 
dream for their kids. 

Mr. PALLONE. The other two issues 
that I hear so much about, again from 
constituents, one is with regard to 
school construction and modernization, 
because there are so many schools now 
that really do not have the funds or 
they have to raise property taxes or 
whatever in order to pay for new con­
struction or modernization. 

We know that it is very difficult to 
learn if one is in a building where the 
infrastructure is such that the ceiling 
is leaking or it is not properly venti­
lated or whatever it happens to be. I 
think that the President brought for­
ward the need for that in ways that 
maybe a lot of us on the Federal level 
have not really been aware. 

Essentially what he is proposing, 
from what I understand, is sort of a 
Federal-State-local partnership so 
more of that modernization can be 
done. But I know even in my district, 

which is pretty much a suburban dis­
trict, there are a lot of schools that 
have the need for upgrading and mod­
ernization and the school boards sim­
ply do not have the funds to pay for it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Absolutely. I agree 
with the gentleman. The fact of the 
matter is that when I go around talk­
ing to schools, they welcome any Fed­
eral assistance to help them recognize 
some of their goals, whether it be 
bettering the quality of the classrooms 
or trying to hook the schools up to the 
information superhighway. 

I gave an example in my opening re­
marks of talking to a teacher who, 
when I asked, "Would you like 20 com­
puters? What would you do with 
them?" he said, "I could not use them. 
I do not have enough electric sockets 
in my classroom to be able to utilize 
them." 

Part of the problem is making sure 
we have the computer technology 
available so that our young people can 
take advantage of it, but the other part 
of the problem is making sure that the 
school building, the infrastructure, can 
handle it. Computers without plugs do 
not make much sense. 

So, again, I agree with the gen­
tleman. I think the President is doing 
the right thing here and, again, I do 
not know of a single school district in 
this country who would not welcome 
that kind of Federal assistance. It is a 
wise investment. 

I hear a lot of people say, about in­
vesting in education, that we are try­
ing to balance the budget; we cannot 
invest any more in education. Well, I 
say every time we have invested in 
education this country has been better 
off. Look at history. Go back to the GI 
Bill of Rights. It cost us a little up 
front to launch that program, but I do 
not know of a single person today who 
would say, well, the GI Bill of Rights 
was a bad idea; we should not have in­
vested in the education of a whole gen­
eration of young people. 

Likewise, I think the investments we 
make today, 10, 20 years from now we 
will look back and people will say that 
was a wise thing to do, that our coun­
try is going to be stronger and better 
off as a result of it. 

Mr. PALLONE. The other thing that 
surprises me is we have already re­
ceived some criticisms to the Presi­
dent's suggestion of national stand­
ards. One of the 10 points, in fact, I 
think it is the first of his 10 points, 
that we set rigorous national stand­
ards, with national tests in 4th grade 
reading and 8th grade math to make 
sure our children master the basics, 
this has been criticized already, that it 
is a bad thing to establish Federal 
standards. 

I think the President made it clear 
he was not mandating these standards. 
He was basically saying the Federal 
Government can establish these stand­
ards and create incentives, if you will, 
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to have the schools meet those stand­
ards. Again, that is the way I see the 
Federal role. The Federal role can well 
be, let us establish the standards and 
then the various school districts in the 
States on a voluntary basis try to meet 
them. 

I was kind of shocked to see some of 
our colleagues on the other side sug­
gest that somehow that that was inter­
ference and that was a bad way to go. 
I really believe that, as much as the de­
cisions about education will continue 
to be made and should continue to be 
made by the local school boards, there 
is nothing wrong with the Federal Gov­
ernment trying to help out and provide 
some kind of a basic standard. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I agree with the 
gentleman. The fact of the matter is 
the President is not advocating the 
Federal Government take over the role 
that has historically been a local role 
with regard to education. He is not 
saying that by any means, but he is 
utilizing the bully pulpit, he is uti­
lizing his position to challenge school 
districts, schools all across this coun­
try, to meet certain minimum stand­
ards. 

I do not know how anybody could ob­
ject to a national standard that by 
third grade every young boy and every 
young girl has to be able to read and 
write. That is certainly not a con­
troversial goal, I think, to be set. I 
think it is something that we should 
applaud. 

It should shock us all that so many 
of our young kids at that age cannot 
read or write. The President has set 
that goal out there, he has challenged 
us to meet it, and we need to find ways 
to meet it. 

Part of his call to voluntarism is 
that to the extent that people can, that 
they volunteer to help tutor young 
kids so they can read or write by the 
time they are in third grade. This is a 
part of the solution, again, and I ap­
plaud that. 

It is important that we do set some 
sort of national standards and some 
sort of national goals, again, not to 
interfere with local jurisdictions or 
State jurisdictions, but as a Nation we 
should want these things. So I applaud 
the President on those things. 

Mr. PALLONE. If we look again at 
every one of the initiatives in his 10-
point plan, every one of them basically 
is organized so that the Federal Gov­
ernment is basically providing an in­
centive to local school boards. 

It is not only the national standards 
we talked about, but the idea of a tal­
ented and dedicated teacher in every 
classroom, the 100,000 master teachers 
through some sort of national certifi­
cation, a teacher for every student to 
read independently and well by the end 
of the third grade, expand Head Start. 

Head Start, I hope, has gotten to the 
point now where everybody on both 
sides of the aisle recognizes its value, 

but I guess like everything else it is a 
question of how much we will provide 
for it. In my district-again, I have 
been to many of the Head Start 
programs-most of them have waiting 
lists. Most of them have a lot of kids 
that really cannot take advantage of 
the program, and it works very well. 
We need to expand it. 

What he is basically saying is that 
his budget would expand Head Start to 
cover one million children by 2002 so 
that essentially every child who is eli­
gible would have the opportunity to 
participate in Head Start. 

Mr. McGOVERN. And I would just 
add that these proposals, while I wel­
come them and applaud them, one 
could argue they are modest in some 
respects. Some of us wish they would 
go farther. 

On the Pell grants, the President, to 
his credit, advocates increasing the 
maximum award to $3,000. I think they 
should be increased to $5,000 to reflect 
inflation over the years since the Pell 
grants were first initiated. We must 
make sure there are opportunities for 
those who are from lower income fami­
lies so that they can take advantage of 
a college education as well. These are 
reasonable, modest proposals. 

I want to tell you, what the Presi­
dent has outlined is going to test 
whether this Congress is truly com­
mitted to making education its No. 1 
priority or whether this Congress is 
not. It is that simple. 

I hope, anyway, that we can have 
some bipartisan cooperation here. The 
President said that education should be 
a nonpartisan issue. I agree with him. 
I hope that all of us here can join to­
gether and enact all of these proposals. 
Maybe we can make them a little bold­
er, because I think that is what is 
needed. 

If we truly want to see this country 
be the economic superpower into the 
next century, if we truly want to make 
sure we are dealing with all these other 
social and economic problems that we 
debate here on this floor every single 
day, then education has to be a pri­
ority and we are going to have to in­
vest in education. 

So, again, I am going to do what I 
can to try to advance his agenda for­
ward. I know the gentleman from New 
Jersey is going to do the same thing. 
Clearly, education is the number one 
priority, and the President deserves a 
great deal of credit for drawing the 
lines in his State of the Union address. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman, and I also 
want to say that obviously, for both of 
us, this is the beginning of our effort to 
try to continue to bring our colleagues' 
attention to the fact that the Presi­
dent's education program needs to be 
enacted, and that we need to move on 
it as quickly as possible. 

Obviously, we feel very strongly that 
that is the case. Most of what is in the 

President's program was basically put 
forward with the Democrats' family 
first agenda last year. I think it is real­
ly crucial that we keep making the 
point that we need to move on it; that 
we cannot waste any time, because it 
really can make a difference in terms 
of investing in our future and that 
bridge that we keep talking about to 
the next century. 

So I thank the gentleman again and 
yield back the balance of my time. 

D 1930 

PEACE FOR AFGHANISTAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SNOWBARGER). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. RmIBABACHER] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, as 
I ran back and forth today trying to 
cast my votes on this very important 
issue of term limits, I was visited by 
four individuals who have trekked half­
way around the world in order to visit 
this capital of the United States of 
America in an attempt to bring peace 
to their own country. Those individ­
uals represent one of the factions that 
continue to struggle in Afghanistan. 
Those individuals 10 years ago were en­
gaged in a struggle to defeat the most 
powerful enemy and the most powerful 
dictatorship in the world, the Soviet 
Union. The people of Afghanistan rose 
up against their invaders and it was 
their courage and their determination 
that helped bring an end to the cold 
war. Yes, it was the little Mujahedin 
110-pound man with a turban on his 
head and a beard who jumped from be­
hind a rock and faced a Soviet tank 
and said: You shall not impose your 
will on Afghanistan. You will not de­
stroy our faith in God. You will stop 
here. You will not control my country. 
I will die before you succeed. 

It was that bravery and that courage 
of that perhaps uneducated man from 
Afghanistan who was willing to give 
everything that eventually brought the 
expansion of the Soviet empire to an 
end and reversed the course of the cold 
war. The United States has a lot to be 
grateful and all the people of the free 
world have a lot to be grateful for to 
the people of Afghanistan. Yet the 
struggle goes on. For the last 3 hours, 
I have been speaking with these gentle­
men who have trekked halfway around 
the world in order to find peace for 
their country, in order to find a peace 
for Afghanistan. The American people 
owe a great debt of gratitude to Af­
ghanistan. We would still be in a cold 
war today. There would still be nuclear 
missiles aimed at the United States of 
America by a belligerent power from 
the Soviet Union had not the people of 
Afghanistan risked everything in order 
to defeat the Soviet empire and to de­
feat the Communist thrust into their 
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country. For this, the entire world and 
the people of the United States owe the 
people of Afghanistan a great debt. Yet 
right after the Soviet Union collapsed, 
the United States ran at a quick pace 
away from Afghanistan and never 
looked back. And every day, even to 
this day, young people in Afghanistan, 
children, are blown apart by land 
mines, some of which were provided by 
the United States of America. We have 
not done our best to try to bring peace 
to a country and to a people to whom 
we owe so much. It is my hope that, in 
Afghanistan, the leaders of the Taliban 
movement who now control much of 
that country and the leaders of other 
factions who control the northernmost 
regions of that country can come to an 
understanding that will bring peace 
and will bring free elections to that 
strife-torn country and will provide for 
the people of that country, those brave 
people of Afghanistan, who stood 
against Soviet tyranny and Soviet 
armor, will bring them at last to a 
time when they can rebuild their water 
ducts, they can rebuild their villages 
and mosques, they can rebuild their 
schools and they can begin again to 
have a country devoted to Islam, their 
religion, devoted to their families and 
to their honor. The United States owes 
it to the people of Afghanistan to do 
what we can to help bring peace to that 
country. 

Tonight, as I say, I have spoken to 
these leaders who have trekked half­
way around the world trying to seek 
help from the United States in bringing 
peace to their country. I personally be­
lieve that the King of Afghanistan rep­
resents an option that could unify all 
of the people of Afghanistan because 
they know that he will soon die, he is 
over 80 years old, and will pass away 
and thus is not a threat in the long run 
to any one faction. The King of Af­
ghanistan would like to bring democ­
racy to his country. What we have 
learned, if we have learned anything in 
these last 50 years, is that free elec­
tions bring peace. It is democracy that 
will bring peace to the world. When 
Ronald Reagan confronted the Soviet 
empire, he stressed our belief in free­
dom and the support for those who 
struggle for freedom around the world, 
and that is what changed the world and 
has made this a more peaceful world. 
Let us hope that in the years ahead, 
there will be a more peaceful Afghani­
stan and the people there can live in 
dignity and honor and prosperity that 
they have earned with their blood and 
their honor. 

AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC AC­
TION: 50 YEARS OF DEDICATED 
SERVICE TO PROGRESSIVE 
IDEALS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan­
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-

fornia [Mr. FILNER] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re­
marks on the topic of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen­
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today, and many of my colleagues will 
submit statements to the RECORD to 
support this special order, to com­
memorate the 50th anniversary of a 
great organization called Americans 
for Democratic Action, an organization 
we fondly call ADA, an organization 
that has worked tirelessly for 5 decades 
to improve American society. 

It was on January 3, 1947, that 130 
people gathered at the Willard Hotel in 
Washington, DC, to form Americans for 
Democratic Action. Included were po­
litical activists, academics, house­
wives, labor union leaders, and former 
New Dealers. They were idealists, the 
well-known and the unknown, all dedi­
cated to the basic principle that gov­
ernment has a positive role to play in 
the lives of its citizens in promoting 
individual liberty and economic jus­
tice. 

Among the founders of ADA were 
such well-known figures as Eleanor 
Roosevelt, John Kenneth Galbraith, 
Walter Reuther, David Dubinsky, Ar­
thur Schlesinger, Jr., Reinhold 
Niebuhr, Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., and Hu­
bert Humphrey. And because I had the 
opportunity to work for Senator Hum­
phrey back in the 1970's, I was able to 
learn from him firsthand about the im­
portance of the role of ADA. I truly 
value my membership and my current 
position as a member of the board. 

The contributions of ADA have been 
many. In 1948, ADA's efforts led to the 
adoption of a strong civil rights plank 
in the Democratic Party platform 
which has defined our party's commit­
ment to civil rights for over a genera­
tion. In subsequent decades, ADA has 
taken early principled stands on civil 
rights and civil liberties, nuclear arms 
control, apartheid in South Africa, 
workers rights, women's issues, and 
the Federal budget and tax policy. 
ADA was the first national organiza­
tion to call for an end to the Vietnam 
war and the impeachment of Richard 
Nixon. The Humphrey-Hawkins full 
employment bill saw its genesis at an 
ADA convention. 

The values and ideals of ADA mem­
bers are just as relevant today. For ex­
ample, the increase in the minimum 
wage, preservation of Medicare and the 
passage of health care portability can 
all be traced directly to the influence 
of the members of ADA and similarly 
thoughtful people. Today ADA con­
tinues to be dedicated to building a 

better world with rising standards of 
living for all. Its members, in Congress 
and out, work for the values of pro­
moting basic human rights at home 
and abroad, ending all forms of dis­
crimination, ensuring full employment 
and balanced growth and more equi­
tably distributing our resources. 

During the 105th Congress, ADA will 
continue to press for a national com­
mitment to full employment, com­
prehensive campaign finance reform, 
universal and quality health care, ac­
cess to a full range of reproductive 
health care for all, an end to discrimi­
nation, full access to quality edu­
cation, a safe and healthy environ­
ment, and national economic priorities 
that reflect today's social and defense 
needs. 

It is quite a list, it is quite an agen­
da, it is quite a full plate. But it is nor­
mal for the members of ADA to take a 
comprehensive approach to the prob­
lems and opportunities that we see in 
American society. 

So I want to take this opportunity, 
as do many of my colleagues, to sin­
cerely recognize and thank ADA and 
its members. The influence that ADA 
has exerted over national policy has 
led to several defining moments in our 
Nation's history. I welcome its partici­
pation in the debates of the future and 
wish for ADA a continued commitment 
and involvement worthy of its great 
founders. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
it was Eleanor Roosevelt who said, "You gain 
strength, courage and confidence by every ex­
perience in which you really stop to look fear 
in the face * * * You must do the thing you 
think you cannot do." The Americans for 
Democratic Action has for 50 years been an 
organization that has looked the sometimes 
cold and heartless agenda of some in this 
Congress and fought it head on with its more 
just and compassionate ideals. The Demo­
cratic agenda has long been rooted in the 
principles that the ADA espouses and we are 
pleased that this organization reminds us of 
our responsibility to be tough in the face of in­
justice. 

I rise tonight as a proud member of the 
Board of the Americans for Democratic Action. 
I am particularly privileged to stand here as a 
New Yorker as the ADA has an extraordinary 
history in the Big Apple. Founded in 1947, by 
David Dubinsky and the ever remarkable Elea­
nor Roosevelt, the ADA began as part of a 
labor movement and since then has devel­
oped a progressive agenda that spans from 
equal rights to jobs to economic justice to edu­
cation. The ADA has been a strong voice for 
those whose voices are drowned by words of 
intolerance and fear. 

We are truly fortunate that the ADA has not 
only been completely dedicated to justice with­
in U.S. borders, but has also been instru­
mental in advancing human rights throughout 
the world. From Vietnam to Sarajevo, in its 
support of the United Nations, in its struggle to 
promote simple human dignity in the smallest 
villages to the most thriving cities, the ADA 
has reminded us that it is essential that the 
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United States lead with more than just its own 
interests in mind. 

The ADA is a proud and vigilant conscience 
of progressive causes during a time when 
being called a liberal is sometimes the 
harshest political epithet that can be hurled. 
There is no way to adequately thank the ADA 
for its 50-year fight for peace and justice. I can 
only say thank you for allowing me to be part 
of your dynamic organization and I look for­
ward to being a part of the next 50. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, for 50 years, 
Americans for Democratic Action has been a 
proud defender of liberal values in America, so 
it is with great pleasure that I rise to praise 
this fine organization. 

As an officer of ADA and a great admirer of 
its president, Jack Sheinkman, I know well the 
long history and tremendous accomplishments 
of ADA. 

Founded with the help of Eleanor Roosevelt, 
ADA, has for decades, actively championed 
liberal policies that work. ADA has been a 
powerful force for good in Washington-fight­
ing to increase the minimum wage, protect 
workers, and support valuable programs like 
Medicare and Medicaid. ADA has led the dif­
ficult fight on behalf of this needy; fighting to 
ensure that the Federal budget does not ne­
glect those who are often overlooked or bla­
tantly ignored. 

From the beginning, ADA has been among 
the Nation's leaders in the fight for civil rights 
and racial justice. ADA members successfully 
worked to integrate strong civil rights protec­
tions into the 1948 Democratic platform. Work­
ing in the South in the 1950's and 1960's, 
ADA challenged the President and others to 
more closely live up to the ideals of this great 
Nation, to respect the rights of all people, and 
to tear down the segregationist laws that con­
tinued to oppress millions of Americans. 

ADA has also led the way in promoting a 
humanitarian foreign policy. From opposing 
the Vietnam war to pursuing an end to apart­
heid in South Africa, ADA has been willing to 
tackle difficult issues and mobilize public opin­
ion in extraordinary ways. ADA has fought 
long and hard for nuclear arms control and 
continues to advocate for lower levels of mili­
tary spending and more restrictions on inter­
national arms sales. 

ADA has often advocated ideas that were 
once seen as radical. From promoting civil 
rights, to opposing the Vietnam war, to ending 
segregation, ADA has often been the first to 
voice opinions that many, at the time, consid­
ered radical, but with hard work and active cit­
izen education, move to become the prevailing 
wisdom. ADA's voice in Washington often 
shines like a beacon of light that cuts through 
a fog of misinformation that fills the air on 
Capitol Hill. 

Through bold leadership and the strength 
that comes from speaking the truth, ADA has 
achieved enormous victories and improved the 
lives of people everywhere. To promote active 
citizen involvement in the fight for equality, 
justice, and peace-this is the mission that 
ADA has chosen, and I, for one, believe that 
they have succeeded tremendously in their ef­
forts. 

Now, more than ever, we see the need for 
grassroots activists empowered by ADA to 
continue to let their Representatives know 

whaf s important to them: protecting working 
families; helping the needy; and fighting injus­
tice. I welcome their support in the upcoming 
battles of the 105th Congress, and I know that 
the American people appreciate their efforts to 
help create a more perfect Union. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
my colleague, the distinguished gentleman 
from California, Congressman Bos FILNER, for 
reserving this special order. We gather today 
to recognize the 50th anniversary of Ameri­
cans for Democratic Action [ADA]. As a fellow 
ADA vice president, I take special pride in 
joining my colleagues as we mark the anniver­
sary of an organization which has played an 
integral role in shaping the social and political 
landscape of our Nation. 

Americans for Democratic Action is an inde­
pendent liberal political organization founded 
in 1947 and committed to economic and social 
justice. The organization's founders include El­
eanor Roosevelt, labor leader Walter Reuther, 
economist John Kenneth Galbraith, historian 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., theologian Reinhold 
Niebuhr, and former Vice-President Hubert 
Humphrey. 

Americans for Democratic Action currently 
boats a membership of 30,000, the ranks of 
which includes members of the business com­
munity, professionals, and our Nation's labor 
and political leaders. ADA seeks to formulate 
liberal domestic and foreign policies based on 
the changing needs of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to note that 
throughout its history, Americans for Demo­
cratic Action has taken solid stands on the 
issues confronting our Nation. We recall that 
in 1948, ADA's efforts resulted in the adoption 
of a strong civil rights plank in the Democratic 
Party platform. This action has helped to de­
fine our party's commitment to civil rights for 
over a generation. Americans for Democratic 
Action was equally vocal with regard to the 
Vietnam war, the impeachment of President 
Richard Nixon, and the issue of apartheid in 
South Africa. In subsequent decades, ADA 
has led by advocating workers' rights, civil and 
equal rights, increases in the minimum wage, 
and Federal spending priorities. 

Today, as I reflect upon the history of ADA, 
I recall my close friendship with Joseph L. 
Rauh, Jr., a great civil liberties attorney who 
was affiliated with the organization. I also re­
call that when my brother, the late Carl B. 
Stokes, sought to become the first black 
mayor of Cleveland, OH, Americans for Demo­
cratic Action was one of the first organizations 
to host a fundraiser in his behalf. This was 
done despite the fact that during this time, it 
was not popular for major organizations to 
support African-American candidates. With 
ADA's support, Carl went on to become the 
first black mayor of a major American city. 
Like many of my colleagues gathered today, I 
also take special pride in my annual ADA leg­
islative voting tally. 

Mr. Speaker, as Americans for Democratic 
Action marks 50 years of progress, I applaud 
the organization for its strong commitment and 
leadership. I am proud of my close association 
with ADA and I join many others in saluting its 
progress. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in 
recognition of the 50th anniversary of the 
Americans for Democratic Action [ADA]. 

Over the past 50 years, the ADA has been 
a champion of a liberal agenda in local and 
national politics for American citizens. As the 
base of its strong foundation, the ADA seeks 
economic freedom, greater individual participa­
tion in government, and constitutional, political, 
and administrative reforms in order to promote 
a stronger nation and democracy. I embrace 
their values which support first and foremost 
liberty, equality, and opportunity for individ­
uals. The ADA believes the Constitution cre­
ated a national government to serve the com­
mon good, and that the Bill of Rights should 
protect the freedoms of ordinary citizens. The 
organization is proud of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelfs legacy, the New Deal, which es­
poused dedication to economic security for all 
Americans, and the need for American leader­
ship within an international community. 

The ADA will continue its commitment and 
urges a progressive advance in the 105th 
Congress. It hopes to set forth a vision in the 
21st century to strengthen human rights and 
human welfare and to assure peace and secu­
rity at home and abroad for America. Through­
out the tenure of the 105th Congress, the ADA 
will remind the general public, the Clinton ad­
ministration, and the Congress that there is an 
indispensable rule for government in advanc­
ing the cause of freedom, dignity, and human 
welfare. The ADA will call for job creation 
leading to economic expansion so that the 
United States can achieve its full economic 
growth potential providing for a better life for 
the American people. 

Key priorities for the ADA in 1997 include: 
Expansion of international human rights; oppo­
sition of any balanced budget amendments to 
the Constitution; protection of Medicare, Med­
icaid, and Social Security from privatization 
and cuts; jobs for all at decent pay; restoration 
of cuts in the food stamps program; protection 
of civil rights, civil liberties, and reproductive 
choice; protection of workers rights and pen­
sions; protection of the environment; and cam­
paign finance reform leading to public financ­
ing of all Federal elections. 

These are the mission and goals of the 
Americans for Democratic Action. On the oc­
casion of their 50th anniversary, I am proud to 
publicly recognize this political organization 
and its tireless advocacy of political freedom 
and constitutional guarantees on behalf of all 
of us. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
privilege to join with my colleagues in 
celebrating the 50th anniversary of 
Americans for Democratic Action 
[ADA]. 

Americans for Democratic Action 
was established 50 years ago by some of 
the most important progressive leaders 
of this century including Hubert Hum­
phrey, John Kenneth Galbraith, and 
one of my great role models, Eleanor 
Roosevelt. These great Americans 
came together because they believed it 
was time for a political action and lob­
bying group that looked out for the in­
terests of the forgotten, the 
disenfranchised, and the most vulner­
able in our society. Fifty years later, I 
am proud to say that Americans for 
Democratic Action has lived up to 
those noble intentions. 
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was a leader in the civil rights move­
ment and helped define the Democratic 
Party's commitment to civil rights and 
social justice. In fact, ADA has been at 
the forefront of every progressive cause 
for the past half century, including 
stopping the Vietnam war, increasing 
public awareness of Watergate, fighting 
for nuclear arms control, workers' and 
women's rights, and ending apartheid. 

As a current vice president of Ameri­
cans With Democratic Action, I am 
awed by ADA 's past accomplishments. 
Working with my colleagues in Con­
gress and Americans for Democratic 
Action, we must follow in the footsteps 
of Roosevelt and Humphrey and con­
tinue to move this Nation forward 
without leaving anyone behind. 

Mr. ENGEL Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commemorate an important event in American 
political history, which may have been over­
looked by many of my colleagues. On January 
3, 1997, Americans for Democratic Action 
celebrated its 50th anniversary. 

ADA has a history of which all its members 
can be proud. In 1947, a group of activists 
gathered at the Willard Hotel and pledged 
themselves to a liberalism which moves with 
the times. As an ADA vice president, I can say 
with certainty that ADA has lived up to its vi­
sion. 

Since that day in 1947, ADA has been at 
the forefront of political discourse. In fact, ADA 
was the first national organization to call for 
the impeachment of Richard Nixon during the 
Watergate scandal. ADA has also been a 
leader in opposition to issues such as the 
Vietnam war and apartheid in South Africa. 

ADA provides insightful analysis on a myr­
iad of current issues including workers' rights, 
student opportunities, women's issues, health 
care, civil rights, the Federal budget, and de­
fense spending. ADA's political advice and 
members in the field are an invaluable source 
of information for me and many other Mem­
bers of Congress. 

I am especially pleased that ADA's two top 
officers, Henry Berger, who chairs the national 
executive committee, and Jack Sheinkrnan, 
our president, are both fellow New Yorkers. 
ADA's New York City chapter is one of the 
largest and most active in the Nation. 

ADA is not only one of the longest lived po­
litical organizations in this country, it also has 
a rich history on which it continues to build a 
vision for the future. I am proud to be an ADA 
member and look forward to working with this 
remarkable organization for the next 50 years. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
join in the special order organized by Con­
gressman FILNER to pay tribute to the Ameri­
cans for Democratic Action on this organiza­
tion's 50th anniversary. 

The ADA was formed at a time when this 
country had just emerged from a devastating 
depression and an all-engaging world war, 
and when we faced a number of wracking so­
cial changes at home and a series of demand­
ing international challenges abroad. Notable 
figures like Eleanor Roosevelt, Reinhold 
Niebuhr, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., John Kenneth 
Galbraith, Walter Reuther, Paul Douglas, and 
Hubert Humphrey created the ADA to provide 

a forum for progressives to debate pressing 
public policy issues and to articulate a pro­
gressive agenda for national action. 

Fifty years later, we can say with some per­
spective that the ADA has done just that. The 
ADA has taken bold, principled stands on 
issues as diverse as civil rights and inter­
national affairs-and the organization has 
been the object of unfair attack and invective 
by some of its political enemies-but through­
out it all the ADA has remained true to the 
ideals of a compassionate society, an activist 
Democratic government, and the greatest pos­
sible personal freedom and opportunity for all 
of the members of our society. 

I want to congratulate the ADA for 50 years 
of contributions to a more informed public de­
bate, and I look forward to the contributions 
that the ADA will make in the next 50 years. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (at the request 

of Mr. AR.MEY), for today and the bal­
ance of the week, on account of a death 
in the family.) 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH (at the request of 
Mr. AR.MEY), for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of illness in 
the family. 

Mrs. CARSON (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of illness. 

Mr. OBEY (at the request of Mr. GEP­
HARDT) for today and the balance of the 
week, on account of recovering from 
surgery. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. Kn.DEE) to revise and ex­
tend their remarks and include extra­
neous material:) 

Mr. GREEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BOB SCHAEFER of Colorado) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes 
each day, today and February 13. 

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous mate­
rial:) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER for 5 minutes, 
today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. Kn.DEE) and to include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. ROEMER. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. Kn.DEE. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mrs. M1NK of Hawaii. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. WEYGAND. 
Mr. YATES. 
Mr. ROTHMAN. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 
Mr. TORRES. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Ms. HARMAN. 
Mr. BECERRA. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado) 
and to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BLUNT. 
Mr. ROGERS. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. MCINNIS. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. PAUL. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. WELLER. 
Mr. PITTS. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG in two instances. 
Mr. CANADAY of Florida in two in-

stances. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mrs. CUBIN. 
Mr. INGLIS OF SOUTH CAROLINA. 
Mr. LUCAS OF OKLAHOMA. 
Mr. YOUNG OF ALASKA. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
Mr. GoODLATTE. 
Mr. BUNNING. 
Mr. ROGAN. 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
(The following Member (at the re­

quest of Mr. FILNER) and to revise and 
extend her remarks:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord­

ingly (at 7 o'clock and 42 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to­
morrow, Thursday, February 13, 1997, 
at 10 a.m. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu­
tions were introduced and severally re­
ferred as follows: 
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By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 

herself, Mr. SOLOMON, Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio, Mr. SHAW, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
McCRERY, Ms. DUNN of Washington, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. WELLER, Mr. HAYWORTH, 
and Mr. FOLEY): 

H.R. 693. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the increase in 
the tax on Social Security benefits; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATOURETTE: 
H.R. 694. A bill to provide for a change with 

respect to the requirements for a Canadian 
border boat landing permit pursuant to sec­
tion 235 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. BOEHNER, 
Mr. COBLE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
BONO, Mr. PEASE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GEKAS, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
CHABOT, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE, Ms. WATERS, Mr. ACK­
ERMAN, Mr. BAKER, Mr. BARTLET!' of 
Maryland, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ENGEL, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. EVERET!', Mr. EWING, 
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. GEJDEN­
SON, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. GoODE, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. HORN, Ms. EDDIE BER­
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. MCINTOSH, 
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. MICA, Mr. MINGE, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. NETHERCUTI', Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. WHITE, and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 695. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to affirm the rights of U.S. per­
sons to use and sell encryption and to relax 
export controls on encryption; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on International Relations, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider­
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju­
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN: 
H.R. 696. A bill to amend the Animal Wel­

fare Act to require humane living conditions 
for calves raised for the production of veal; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mrs. 
THURMAN, and Mrs. FOWLER): 

H.R. 697. A bill to waive temporarily the 
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for 
certain health maintenance organization; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BLUNT: 
H.R. 698. A bill to designate the U.S. Post 

Office Building located at Bennett and Kan­
sas Avenue in Springfield, MO, as the "John 
Griesemer Post Office Building"; to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

By Mr. BONILLA (for himself and Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON): 

H.R. 699. A bill to guarantee the right of all 
active duty military personnel, merchant 
mariners, and their dependents to vote in 
Federal, State, and local elections; to the 
Committee on House Oversight, and in addi­
tion to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs, 
and the Judiciary, for a period to be subse­
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. BONO (for himself and Mr. KIL­
DEE): 

H.R. 700. A bill to remove the restriction 
on the distribution of certain revenues from 
the Mineral Springs parcel to certain mem­
bers of the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BORSKI: 
H.R. 701. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 to allow the deduction for 
personal exemptions in determining alter­
native minimum taxable income; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRYANT (for himself, Mr. BARR 
of Georgia, Mr. BONO, Mr. CANADY of 
Florida, Mr. GoODLATI'E, Mr. 
HOSTETI'LER, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, and Mr. DUNCAN): 

H.R. 702. A bill to amend section 372 of title 
28, United States Code, to provide that pro­
ceedings on complaints filed with respect to 
conduct of a judge or magistrate judge of a 
court be held by a circuit other than the cir­
cuit within which the judge serves, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju­
diciary. 

By Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky: 
H.R. 703. A bill to refocus the mission of 

the Federal Reserve System on stabilization 
of the currency and provide greater public 
scrutiny of the operations of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

By Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky (for 
himself and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 704. A bill to require the general ap­
plication of the antitrust laws to major 
league baseball, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky: 
H.R. 705. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 to modify the application 
of the passive loss limitations to equine ac­
tivities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia): 

H.R. 706. A bill to provide off-budget treat­
ment for one-half of the receipts and dis­
bursements of the land and water conserva­
tion fund; to the Committee on the Budget, 
and in addition to the Committee on Re­
sources, for a period to be subsequently de­
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with­
in the jurisdiction of the committee con­
cerned. 

By Mr. CRANE (for himself, Ms. DUNN 
of Washington, and Mr. McDERMOTr): 

H.R. 707. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax treatment 
for foreign investment through a U.S. regu­
lated investment company comparable to 
the tax treatment for direct foreign invest­
ment and investment through a foreign mu­
tual fund; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. CUBIN: 
H.R. 708. A bill to require the Secretary of 

the Interior to conduct a study concerning 
grazing use of certain land within and adja­
cent to Grand Teton National Park, WY, and 
to extend temporarily certain grazing privi­
leges; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mrs. CUBIN (for herself and Mr. 
GIBBONS): 

H.R. 709. A bill to reauthorize and amend 
the National Geologic Mapping Act of 1992, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself and Mrs. 
MEEK of Florida): 

H.R. 710. A bill to amend the National 
Highway System Designation Act of 1995 to 

direct the Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct a study of the feasibility of expand­
ing the types of projects eligible for assist­
ance from State infrastructure banks; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra­
structure. 

By Ms. DELAURO: 
H.R. 711. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 concerning the tax treat­
ment of distributions from qualified retire­
ment plans investing in public benefit bonds; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. GEP­
HARDT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAZIO of Cali­
fornia, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. BORSKI): 

H.R. 712. A bill to facilitate efficient in­
vestments and financing of infrastructure 
projects and new job creation through the es­
tablishment of a National Infrastructure De­
velopment Corporation, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the 
Committees on Banking and Financial Serv­
ices, and Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi­
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. DELAURO: 
H.R. 713. A bill to facilitate efficient in­

vestments and financing of infrastructure 
projects and new job creation through the es­
tablishment of a National Infrastructure De­
velopment Corporation, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the 
Committees on Banking and Financial Serv­
ices, and Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi­
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committees concerned. 

By Mr. DOYLE: 
H.R. 714. A bill to designate the Depart­

ment of Veterans Affairs nursing care center 
at the Department of Veterans Affairs med­
ical center in Aspinwall, PA, as the "H. John 
Heinz ill Department of Veterans Affairs 
Nursing Care Center"; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mr. QUINN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
HILLEARY, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. F ATI'AH, 
Mr. KLUG, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. Fox of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. LI­
PINSKI, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. AN­
DREWS): 

H.R. 715. A bill to amend the Higher Edu­
cation Act of 1965 to revise the campus secu­
rity reporting provisions to provide for a 
more complete, timely, and accurate disclo­
sure of crime reports and statistics, and to 
provide for specific methods of enforcement 
of the campus security provisions of such 
Act; to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. ROHR­
ABACHER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. CANADY of Florida, and Mr. 
HERGER): 

H.R. 716. A bill to require that the Federal 
Government procure from the private sector 
the goods and services necessary for the op­
erations and management of certain Govern­
ment agencies, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Budget, for a period to be subse­
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 
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By Mr. FLAKE: 

H.R. 717. A bill to amend the Higher Edu­
cation Act of 1965 to continue the exemption 
of certain institutions of higher education 
serving minorities from default-based ineli­
gibility for student loan programs; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey' Mr. HOEK­
STRA, Mr. KLUG, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER,Mr. SCARBOROUGH, and 
Mr. SOLOMON): 

H.R. 718. A bill to privatize certain Federal 
power generation and transmission assets, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Resources, and in addition to the Committee 
on Commerce, for a period to be subse­
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 719. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to 
allow children who meet certain criteria to 
attend a school that receives funds under 
part A of title I of such act; to the Com­
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

H.R. 720. A bill to terminate the inter­
national military education and training 
[IMETJ program for Indonesia; to the Com­
mittee on International Relations. 

H.R. 721. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to correct the treatment of 
tax-exempt financing of professional sports 
facilities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. TALENT, Mr. 
NETHERCU'IT, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. 
KELLY, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mrs. 
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
GoODLING, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
MCINTOSH, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. 
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
CONDIT, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mrs. EMER­
SON, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. WAT­
KINS, Mr. COOKSEY, and Ms. HARMAN): 

H.R. 722. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to exempt certain small 
businesses from the required use of the elec­
tronic fund transfer system for depository 
taxes, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOSTETTLER: 
H.R. 723. A bill to require the U.S. Trade 

Representative to determine whether the Eu­
ropean Union has failed to implement satis­
factorily its obligations under certain trade 
agreements relating to U.S. meat and pork 
exporting facilities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island (for 
himself and Mr. Fox of Pennsyl­
vania): 

H.R. 724. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for the 
payment of interest on student loans; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him­
self, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BUNNING of Ken­
tucky, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. CANADY of Florida, 
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. 
LATHAM,Mr.HEFNER,Mr.LEACH,Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. NEY, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. POSHARD, and Mr. 
PASTOR): 

H.R. 725. A bill to amend the Competitive, 
Special, and Facilities Research Grant Act 
to provide increased emphasis on competi-

tive grants to promote agricultural research 
projects regarding precision agriculture and 
to provide for the dissemination of the re­
sults of such research projects; to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for 
herself, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. CARSON, Ms. 
CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FATTAH, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. TOWNS): 

H.R. 726. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to make 
grants to nonprofit community organiza­
tions for the development of open space on 
municipally owned vacant lots in urban 
areas; to the Committee on Banking and Fi­
nancial Services. 

By Ms. MOLINARI: 
H.R. 727. A bill to amend chapter 51 of title 

18, United States Code, to establish Federal 
penalties for the killing or attempted killing 
of a law enforcement officer of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 728. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide that service per­
formed by air traffic second-level supervisors 
and managers be made creditable for retire­
ment purposes; to the Committee on Govern­
ment Reform and Oversight. 

By Mr. PITTS: 
H.R. 729. A bill to amend certain provisions 

of title 5, United States Code, relating to the 
treatment of Members of Congress and con­
gressional employees for retirement pur­
poses; to the Committee on Government Re­
form and Oversight, and in addition to the 
Committee on House Oversight, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak­
er, in each case for consideration of such pro­
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. POSHARD: 
H.R. 730. A bill to prohibit Members of the 

House of Representatives from using official 
funds for the production or mailing of news­
letters, to reduce by 50 percent the amount 
which may be made available for the official 
mail allowance of any such Member, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on House 
Oversight. 

By Mr. PO SHARD (for himself and Mr. 
GoODE): 

H.R. 731. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to permit the interest on 
water, waste, and essential community fa­
cilities loans guaranteed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to be tax exempt; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H.R. 732. A bill to authorize an appropria­

tion for the construction of a public museum 
located in, and relating to the history of, the 
State of New Mexico; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

By Ms. RIVERS: 
H.R. 733. A bill to direct the Administrator 

of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
provide for a review of a decision concerning 
a construction grant for the Ypsilanti Waste­
water Treatment Plant is Washtenaw Coun­
ty, MI; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 734. A bill to amend titles XVIII and 

XIX of the Social Security Act to require 
hospitals participating in the Medicare or 
Medicaid Program to provide notice of avail­
ability of Medicare and Medicaid providers 

as part of discharge planning and to main­
tain and disclose information on certain re­
ferrals; to the Committee on Commerce, and 
in addition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter­
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con­
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 735. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 and title XVIII of the So­
cial Security Act to establish a program of 
assistance for essential community providers 
of health care services, to establish a pro­
gram to update and maintain the infrastruc­
ture requirements of safety net hospitals, 
and to require States to develop plans for the 
allocation and review of expenditures for the 
capital-related costs of health care services; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic­
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. STUMP (for himself and Mr. 
Fox of Pennsylvania); 

H.R. 736. A bill to repeal the Federal estate 
and gift taxes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TIAHRT (for himself, Mr. 
SNOWBARGER, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, 
and Mr. RYUN): 

H.R. 737. A bill to amend the International 
Air Transportation Competition Act of 1979; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In­
frastructure. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 738. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 

Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the Public 
Health Service Act with respect to myelo­
gram-related arachnoiditis; to the Com­
mittee on Commerce. 

H.R. 739. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to increasing the 
number of health professionals who practice 
in the United States in a field of primary 
health care; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WELLER (for himself, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. SHIMKUS): 

H.R. 740. A bill to designate the national 
cemetery established at the former site of 
the Joliet Arsenal, IL, as the "Abraham Lin­
coln National Cemetery"; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself, 
Mr. TANNER, and Mr. STEARNS): 

H.R. 741. A bill to clarify hunting prohibi­
tions and provide for wildlife habitat under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act; to the Com­
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. DREIER: 
H.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to repeal the 22d amendment 
relating to Presidential term limitations; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CRANE, Mr. AN­
DREWS, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. GoODE, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BACHUS, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARR of Georgia, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. BART­
LETT of Maryland, Mr. BASS, Mr. 
BILBRAY,Mr.BLILEY,Mr.BLUNT,Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr.BONILLA, Mr.BONO, Mr. 
BRADY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. BUR­
TON of Indiana, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
CHRISTENSEN,Mr.COBLE,Mr. COBURN, 
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Mr. COLLINS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. COOK, 
Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. Cox of California, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mrs. 
EMERSON, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
FOLEY, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. Fox of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. GoODLATTE, Mr. GooD­
LING, Mr. Goss, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. 
GRANGER, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. HAN­
SEN, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HAYWORTH, 
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
HILLEARY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HORN, 
Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. INGLIS of South 
Carolina, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SAM JOHN­
SON, Mr. JONES, Mr. KASICH, Mrs. 
KELLY, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LATHAM, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. LEWIS of Cali­
fornia, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
LINDER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. LUCAS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MCKEON, 
Mr. METCALF, Mr. MICA, Mr. MILLER 
of Florida, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. NEY, 
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PACK­
ARD, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
RIGGS, Mr. RoGAN, Mr. RoHRABACHER, 
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SALMON, Mr. SAN­
FORD, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BOB 
SCHAFFER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mrs. 
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. SNOWBARGER, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. TALENT, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. 
TIAHRT, Mr. WAMP, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. 
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. WELDON of 
Florida, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
KLUG, and Mr. SPENCE): 

H.J. Res. 52. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to tax limitations 
and the balanced budget; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POSHARD: 
H.J. Res. 53. Joint Resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relating to a Federal balanced 
budget; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOYLE: 
H. Con. Res. 20. Concurrent resolution ex­

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
President should award a Medal of Honor to 
Wayne T. Alderson in recognition of acts 
performed at the risk of his life and beyond 
the call of duty while serving in the U.S. 
Army during World War II; to the Committee 
on National Security. 

By Mr.HYDE: 
H.J. Res. 51. Resolution providing amounts 

for the expenses of the Committee on the Ju­
diciary in the 105th Congress; to the Com­
mittee on House Oversight. 

By Mr. CANADY of Florida: 
H.J. Res. 52. Resolution designating major­

ity membership on certain standing commit­
tees of the House; considered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for 
herself, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. FARR of California, 
Mr. FATTAH, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MIL­
LER of California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
SANDERS, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE): 

H.J. Res. 53. Resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to re-

quire that committee reports accompanying 
reported bills and joint resolutions contain a 
detailed analysis of the impact of the bill or 
joint resolution on children; to the Com­
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. TALENT: 
H.J. Res. 54. Resolution providing amounts 

for the expenses of the Committee on Small 
Business in the 105th Congress; to the Com­
mittee on House Oversight. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 
H.J. Res. 55. Resolution providing amounts 

for the expenses of the Committee on House 
Oversight in the 105th Congress; to the Com­
mittee on House Oversight. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRYANT: 
H.R. 742. A bill for the relief of Florence 

Barrett Cox; to the Committee on the Judici­
ary. 

By Mr. DOYLE: 
H.R. 743. A bill for the relief of Wayne T. 

Alderson; to the Committee on National Se­
curity. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu­
tions as follows: 

H.R. 15: Mr. HOUGHTON, Ms. DUNN of Wash­
ington, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
HORN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. SHAW, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 
Mr. OLVER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mrs. 
THURMAN' Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
WISE, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
WEXLER. 

H.R. 18: Mr. MCHALE, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SKELTON, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms. 
RIVERS, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
Ev ANS, and Mr. LAF ALCE. 

H.R. 27: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. 
EMERSON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. LEWIS of Ken­
tucky, and Mr. GoODE. 

H.R. 34: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 58: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. 

TAUSCHER, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. PITTS, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. 
GoODLATTE. 

H.R. 59: Mr. PAUL, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON. 

H.R. 86: Mr. BONILLA and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 96: Mr. CALLAHAN and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 145: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 

SERRANO. 
H.R. 192: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. PORTER, Mr. CON­

YERS, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. FLAKE, and Mr. 
GILCHREST. 

H.R. 203: Ms. FURSE. 

H.R. 213: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, 
Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.R. 248: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. MCGoVERN, 
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GIBBONS, and 
Ms. RIVERS. 

H.R. 249: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
PICKERING, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 258: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 272: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. 
H.R. 291: Mr. MANTON. 
H.R. 339: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 

SESSIONS, Mrs. CUBIN, and Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 343: Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 345: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. JONES, Mr. 

HEFLEY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
COOKSEY, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. COBLE, Mr. PICK­
ETT, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. TAL­
ENT, Mr. HORN, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. LINDER, 
Mr. COLLINS, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, 
and Mr. EVERETT. 

H.R. 347: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. SOLOMON, and 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 

H.R. 366: Mr. CLYBURN. 
H.R. 371: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 

DELLUMS, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and Mrs. MINK of 
Hawaii. 

H.R. 373: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FATTAH, and 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 382: Mr. COBURN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, 
Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. WEXLER. 

H.R. 383: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MARTINEZ, and 
Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 411: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. BENTSEN, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Con­
necticut. 

H.R. 414: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. PORTER, Mr. CON­
YERS, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, 
and Mr. GILCHREST. 

H.R. 444: Mr. EVANS and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 446: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. KOLBE, 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. SANDLIN. 

H.R. 450: Mr. HILLEARY, Mrs. KENNELL y of 
Connecticut, Mrs. NORTHUP, and Mr. GoRDON. 

H.R. 452: Mr. FILNER and Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 453: Mr. PALLONE, Ms. MOLINARI, Mrs. 

MALONEY of New York, Mr. NEAL of Massa­
chusetts, Mr. MANTON, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. FURSE, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. POR­
TER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 455: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 474: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. GEJDENSON, 

Mrs. KELLY, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. KIM, and Mr. FATTAH. 

H.R. 475: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 476: Mr. OWENS, Mr. SHERMAN' Ms. 

FURSE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FORD, Mr. WEXLER, 
Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. THOMPSON. 

H.R. 491: Ms. RIVERS, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FOLEY, and 
Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 493: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 500: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 521: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. w ALSH, Ms. 

LOFGREN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Ms. RIVERS. 
H.R. 528: Mr. HORN and Mr. GoNZALEZ. 
H.R. 551: Mrs. MORELLA. 
H.R. 553: Mr. FORD, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. CLAY­

TON, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. WATT of 
North Carolina, and Mr. GoNZALEZ. 

H.R. 554: Mr. BASS. 
H.R. 564: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 586: Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 

GILCHREST, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Mr. SMITH of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 588: Mr. PORTER, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GILCHREST, and 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
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H.R. 607: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. LUTHER. 
H.R. 612: Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. TAUSCHER, 

Mr. SABO, Mr. BERRY, and Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 621: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 

EVANS, Mr. FATI'AH, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.R. 622: Mr. CRANE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. AR­
CHER, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 
WICKER, and Mr. KING of New York. 

H.R. 630: Mr. CONDIT. 
H.R. 640: Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 

RoHRABACHER, and Mr. WIIlTFIELD. 
H.R. 645: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

KLUG. 
H.R. 646: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

.KLUG. 
H.R. 659: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 

SOLOMON, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 
PETRI, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. 665: Mr. LEACH. 
H.R. 674: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BARR of Georgia, 

Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. SHAW, and Mr. RoGERS. 
H.R. 688: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 

ADERHOLT, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, and 
Mrs. CUBIN. 

H.J. Res. 1: Mr. NETHERCUTI', Mr. RADANO­
VICH, and Mr. BOEHLERT. 

H.J. Res. 26: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 
WELDON of Florida. 

H.J. Res. 27: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.J. Res. 47: Mr. FROST, Mr. McGoVERN, 

and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H. Con. Res. 2: Mr. RUSH, Mrs. MALONEY of 

New York, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. ADAM SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H. Con. Res. 4: Mr. McDERMOTr. 
H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. CONDIT, 

Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 

NEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. KIL­
DEE, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. SKELTON, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MCDERMOTI', Mr. GoNZALEZ, 
Mr. MCGoVERN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. GILCHRIST, 
Mr. PICKET!', Mr. FILNER, Mr. GALLEGLY, and 
Mr. BALDACCI. 

H. Res. 30: Mr. TlAHRT and Mr. SCAR­
BOROUGH. 

H. Res. 38: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BARTLET!' of 
Maryland, Mr. FROST, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. 
LAMPSON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. MCDERMOT!', 
Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. BENTSEN. 

H. Res. 48: Mr. WALSH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn­
sylvania, and Mr. LATHAM. 
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